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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

\

The past scveral years have scen a marked increase in the publicis awareness of and

_concern for a range of environmental issues both in the United States and abroad. One way in

which the public, as consumers, seeks to lessen the environmental impacts of daily activities is
by purchasing and using products perceived to be less environmentally harmful. Marketers, in
turn, have responded to consumer demand by labeling particular products and packaging with
environmental attributes (e.g., "package made from 35 % post-consumer material”), advertising
these environmental attributes, introducing new products, and redesigning existing products and

packaging. "The U.S. marketplace. also faces the introduction of several -third-party -
- environmental certification programs as well as continued development of such programs in most

of our major trading partners.! Government and private parties -alike have acknowledged that
this trend offers an opportunity to not only decrease the environmental impacts- of the
consutmption patterns of ‘the American public, but also to increase consumer education and

Sustain interest in environmental issues. This report provides extensive background research on

the range of third-party environmental certification initiatives, both domestic and foreign. - .

Iii 1991, several petitioners requésted 1) that the Federal Trade Commission (FTC)

~ establish uniform national guidelines for environmental marketing terms, and 2) that efforts be

made to ensure uniformity across, all federal agencies that might have jurisdiction or interest in
this area. . To address federal uniformity, staff from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), the White House Office of Consumer Affairs (OCA), and the FTC met as part of the
Interagency Task Force on Environmental Marketing Claims. In July 1992, the FTC responded .
to petitions from industry and testimony from interested parties, including state and local
governments and environmental groups, by formulating (in consultation with the task force) and
issuing voluntary guidelines for the use of environmental marketing claims. ' Prior to the FTC
guidelines,.individual state and local governments. bad enacted their own sometimes conflicting .
laws and regulations that define and restrict different environmental marketing terms. Because -
of this patchwork of state regulation and consumer protection. enforcement, many corporations
found it too risky to make what many considered to be. legitimate environmental marketing

claims. At present, no research has been published to determine what effects the FTC guidelines

have in the marketplace and ultimately on environmental quality.

\_Béyond the use of environmental marketing claims, an increasingly common marketplace

“approach to-pursuing environmental policy goals is third-party environmental certification

programs (ECP), where an independent group evaluates products within a category according

-

! For the purposes of this paper, "environmental labeling”- will refer to the broader practice of labeling products‘
based on environmental considerations, including bazard/warning (negative) labels, certified marketing claims appearing
on a product or shelf label, and neutral information disclosure, labels. "Environmental Certification Programs (ECP9)"
will refer to third party, positive, voluntary programs. ’ ‘




1o their (relative) burden on the environment.’ Such programs are active in more than 21

countries, of which some are major trading partners and competitors (e.g.. Canada, Germany,
Japan). Scveral ECPs are now active or will soon become active in the U.S. The state of
California is also considering a limited program. These programs provide a market-based
incentive for producers to develop new and less environmentally harm{ul products and processes.
In the context of an increasingly global marketplace, U.S. manufacturcrs may need to meet the
award criteria of foreign ECPs in order to compete effectivcly overseas; thus, foreign ECPs '
could be "¢xported” to the U.S. market. ‘
For the purposes of this study, fundamental elements have been identified that are
common to all types of third party product labeling, and five types of environmental labeling
programs have been identified and categorized accordingly. First, all labeling programs are .
conducted by groups independent from marketers, and are considered ‘third party' as opposed

to ‘first party’ environmental claims made by marketers themselves. Second, participation in
these programs can be voluntary or mandatory. Third, labeling programs can be positive,

neutral, or negative; that is, they can promote positive attributes of products, they can require

disclosure of information that is inherently neither good nor bad, or they can require (negative)
warnings about the hazards of products. - ‘ ‘ o

The table below illustrates the five types of environmental labeling programs identified

by this classification system, and the properties they have. Books about the environmental
impacts of consumer goods, although not programs per se, are included in the report because
they compile and present some-of the same information as environmental labeling programs.

Program Positive Neutral Negative Voluntary | Mandatory
Seal-of-Approval X X |

Single Attribute X ( X

Certification

Report Card % X

Information Disclosure & X
Hazard Warnings X . X
Books X X - . -

Seal‘h-of-%igp:roval‘ programs identify products or services as being less harmful to the
environment than similar products or services with the same function. Single attribute
certification programs typically indicate that an independent third party has validated a particular

; z The FTC hasméﬁkqowle‘dged that iis“:guidelin‘es do nat p“reélude or“prwdhﬁi:bit t%é“ o;;erétion of an ECP. The guideﬁ&es
do apply to ECPs inasmuch as the prdgfams make claims for products. o




emyirdnmental claim made by the ‘manufacturer. . Report cards offer consumers neutral

information about a product and/ora company’s c:'m;i',ronmenital performance in multiple impact '
categories (e.g., energy consumption, water pollution), In this way, consumers can weigh for

themselves. what they think the most important environmental impacts are. These three Lypes
of programs, by virtue of their voluntary nature, have been grouped together as environmental

certification programs (ECPS). ' R ' '

o Informatidn disclosure labels, like .repoft cards, are neutral, disclosing facts about a
product that would not otherwise be disclosed by the manufacturer. Unlike report cards, they
are required by law. Hazard/warning labels, or negative labels-(similar to health advisory
labels found on cigarette packaging) are mandatory wammings concerning the product’s adverse
environmental or health impacts. Books about the environmental impacts of consumer products
tend to advocate for or against specific products or categories, and 'so are either positive or
negative for each product rated. L - :

In its 1992 appropriations package for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
Congress stated that "confusion in ecolabeling has negative implications for consumer protection,
¢nvironmental improvement, and trade with other nations. which have already established their-
own standards in this-area." To address potential problems, Congress directed the Administrator

"to develop a comprehensive, uniform, and national environmental labeling strategy that'is

consistent with international standards."

Unlike ECPs in the U.S., ECPs are viewed by many foreign governments as one of
several policy tools available that can be used to achieve environmental quality goals, where they
suppiement tradicional regulatory controls and fiscal incentives. Studies have shown that ECPs
may significantly influence consumers’ purchasing decisions, allowing’ governments to further
their environmental agendas. This report addresses two of the major policy issues surrounding
the development of new environmental certification programs, as well as the operation of
existing ECPs: the measurement of program effectiveness and international harmonization. -

As part of its background research on the numerous initiatives worldwide, the Agency.
is interested in determining the potential benefits and limitations of consumer-oriented initiatives
such as ECPs. Consequently, it is important to make the distinction between the popularity of
ECPs and the evidence of their effectiveness as agents of change in consumer behavior,
ultimately improving environmental quality. The effectiveness of an ECP can be examined in
terms of its impacts on consumer awareness, Consumer acceptance, consumer behavior,
manufacturer behavior, and environmental benefit. Each of these elements is dependent on the
others, and provides important insight into the driving forces behind the success or failure of an

‘environmental label. Unfortunately, there is very little in-depth information in these areas.

While "extrapolations can sometimes be ‘made from studies of “other types of labels, the
conclusions drawn from them are tenuous at best; additional research regarding ECP
effectiveness is needed. ' ' ‘ - :

i1




S Another l‘ﬁug cu :.frontmg the various LCPS around thc, world is harmonization.
Dﬂ‘ rences in pmduu Lal:,srory definition and strmgr,ncy of standards could potentially cause
consitmer ~.0nfu>1cm and act as tradc, barnus “ Intumdtronal organizations such as the
International Chamber of Comn}crce the Intematxonal Standdrds Orgamzatron and the United
Naticons Ennronmcnt Programme, have made recommendatrons on ways to standardize ECPs

and increase the‘euhange of mformatwn and’ pnmary research bung conducted by various

‘pmgrams If SULCbSSfU] the Europcan Cominunity’s (EC) program will address this problem

w uhm Europe by hamxomzmg envrronmental ldbelmg throughout the 12 EC states.

- This report examines pubhc policy issues related to enwronmental ]abelmg and thc, status
of ECPs worldwide. Chapter 1 gives an overview of the status of environmental marketing in
the U. S. Chapter 2 and the Appendix summarize existing ECPs in the U. S. and abroad.
C’haptu 3 addresses existing research relevant to projecting the effectiveness of U.S.-based

. environmental labeling initiatives. The Appendix provides details for each- of the labeling

progmms included in the report as well as a select bibliography cov enng a number of labeling

lmtlanws as well ; as hfe cycle analysrs issues.
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1. - TIE STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL VIARKETING IN THEUNITED STATES

. News coverage of environmental concerns has been increasing steadily since the latter
half of the 1980s. Global issues such as climate change and stratospheric ozone depletion,
national news stories such as the Exxon Valdez oil spill, and local issues such as drinking water -
contamination and municipal solid waste managemcat have increased public awareness and
concern about environmental matters facing the United States. National events such as Earth
Day - have emphasized choices that individuals can make to decrease their impact on the
environment; a large number of consumers have responded by purchasing and using products
they perceive to be less environmentally harmful. Several surveys indicate that a majority of
Americans consider themselves to be environmentalists and would prefer to buy products with
a lessened environmental impact when quality and cost are comparable. (Abt, 1990; Gutfeld, - -

Since 1989, the U.S. marketplace has seen a dramatic rise in the number of new products
making environmental claims (e.g., "ozoné friendly,” "recyclable”). Despite the fact that
virtually all products have some adverse environmental impact, cons:imers are often confused

- about the meaning of specific environmental marketing claims, and often mistake product claims

as generically "good for the environment.”” Also, some claims made by marketers have been '
blatantly unclear and misleading. Consequently, marketers have been subject to litigation and
regulation by a growing number of local, state, regional and federal agencies, and are
increasingly wary of making new- claims. (EPA, 1993) The FTC's Guides for the Use of
Environmental Marketing Claims, released on July 28, 1992, are expected to alleviate much of-
the confusion for consumers and marketers alike. The guidelines are also intended to provide
(nationally) consistent meanings-and interpretations in the marketplace, thereby reducing legal
risks for marketers wishing to make environmental claims. - However, no studies of the

‘guidelines’ effectiveness have yet been published.

_ An ‘additional development in the marketplace is the rise of third-party, positive
environmental certification programs (ECPs), which are now actively reviewing products and
issuing awards in the United States. These programs, known in countries abroad as
"ecolabeling” programs, strive to make credible, unbiased, and independent judgments in
certifying a claim or product. They are expected to provide the consumers with information
and/or assessments that are often not apparent or not available to the consumer, that can help

_the consumer make purchasing decisions based or the environmental impacts of products.

Because private U.S. programs are not associated in any way with the federal or any state ’
govcrnment, their activities are not now linked directly to U.S. ‘env:ironmental policy goals. In
contrast, ECPs in other countries are either controlled by the government or by an independent

body with government oversight. They are often used as "soft policy tools,” harnessing market
. forces to help reach certain national environmental goals. B a




For the purposes of this study, a classification system was prepared defining various
types of ensironmental markcting, ‘as illustrated in Figure 1-1. Finst party activity, performed
by marketers on theirown behalf, includes claims, cause-related marketing, and other activities
designed to promote the environmental attributes of cither specific products or the company
generally. A major part of third party activity. and what this report is primarily concerned with,
is environmental labeling programs. Participation in environmental labeling programs can be
voluntary or mandatory for marketers. Mandatory programs, usually under state or federal law,
require either hazard/waming labels (such as pesticide warning labels) or information disclosure
labels (such as EPA’'s Fuel Economy Information label).

Voluntary programs, categorized as environmental certification programs (BCPs) in this
report, are associated with positive or neutral labels; that is, they act cither as a positive selling

point in cncouraging the sale of the product, or as a neutral disclosure of the environmental

impacts of the product. The three approaches to environmental certification identified are seal-
of-approval, report card and single attribute certification. Environmental labeling programs are
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2.

1.1  Environmental Marke‘ting"ferms

Marketers have responded to consumer demand for "green" products by advertising the
environmental attributes of their products, introducing new products, and/or redesigning existing
products and packaging to enhance their environmental characteristics. Generally, in the absence
of ECP programs, such as those in Germany and Canada, markcters in the United States have
used environmental marketing terms on product packaging and in advertising. The

‘environmental marketing claims used to describe products and packaging range from vague,

general tenns such as earth-friendly or natural, to more specific claims such as conrains no

' chlorofluorocarbons or made with x percent postconsumer recycled materials.

The rapid proliferation of poorly-defined or'ambiguous environmental terms over the last

scveral years hég led to consumer confusion and skepticism. FTC guidelines were fonnulated

in response to increasing amounts of legal activity related to environmental claims. While not

legally enforceable themselves, FTC guidelines "provide guidance to marketers in conforming
with legal requirements.” (FTC, 1992) The guides do not define terms, but give examples of
more and less acceptable ways to present the following claims: general environmental benefit
claims; degradable, biodegradable and photodegradable; compostable; recyclable; recycled

¢ontent: source teduction; refillable; and ozone safe and ozone friendly.

The success of market-driven environmental initiatives depends in large part on consumer

~ awareness and knowledge of environmental issues. To use the market effectively as an
environmental policy tool, there must be some assurance that environmental claims made on

products are truthful and result in real environmental quality improvements. Furthermore, some

‘advocates of environmental marketing initiatives pdint out that such activity should be linked to
“national environmental policy goals as well as to consumer concerns. When consumers are

misled by trivial or false advertising, environmental policy goals driven by those concerns are
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un. feamined. TI}L effoctiv eness of all en\rronmental marketmg acmmes as pollc) tocls can be

‘uhmed through several means: mdustry self-regulation, governmental intervention by regulation.

or whm!ary tm’ atives, or third party ccmhcanon by pubhc or pnvatc groups.

1.2 Con.;umer (.onfusxon

“Consume confusxon over enwronmental marketmg tcrms is exacerbated by several |
factors Lhamctcrlttxc of env 1ronmenta1 attnbutes Advertising claims that cover easily-
discernible attributes of a product such as soft or taszy, are readrly evaluated by a consumer who
¢an judge the validity of claims against his or her own experience. However, environmental
claims such as ozone fnendl) vertain to product characteristics with which a consumer generally
has little or no experience or cannot physically perceive; consumers cannot therefore evaluate

the credibility or value of the claim. In addition, environmental clauns such as recyclable and

compostable relate to more than just the mherent quahtles of the product being promoted; they

“also reflect the context in Wthh a product is used or disposed. For example, by promoting a

pmduct as recyclable, marketers are malxmg a claim over which they have virtually no control,
since they cannot always control a consumer’s access to the appropriate recycling infrastructure.
Fmally, some terms used in environmental marketmg, such as source-reduced, are not normally

encountered ly consumers and are thcrefore often poorly undcrstood (ERA 1990) “

This la\.k of standardrzed usaoe and consumer nusunderstandmg of envrronmental terms,
often leads to specific environmental claims being perceived to mean "good for the

‘;en\ ironment,"” ’ven though v1rtua.lly all products are associated with some adverse environmental
iimpacts. In fact surveys measuring consumer understandmg of environmental marketing terms

indicate that consunier comprehension, whrch varies among terms, is for the most part quite low.

Hurried point- of—purchase situations are hkely to further decrease this comprehension. Many
of the terms most commonly used by marketers such as recycled and biodegradable, are also
the most widely understood by consumers suggestmg that consumers learn about environmental

f"ssues if etpoud to such information over time. Educatmg consumers may therefore be as

unportant as developmg environmental marketing guidelines or other regulatory programs to

‘enable them to make 1nformed purchasmg decrsrons (ERA 1990 Cude, 1991)

1.3 Mar}“cet‘e ’ Diffi cultles

As the use of envrronmental clalms in advemsmg expenenced a rapxd increase, SO t00
did the regulation of those claims. Before the FTC guidelines were issued, at least 40 separate
citizen, industry, state, regional, and federal groups had made formal proposals that dcfine
environmental ma:keung terms. Of these 11 states had enacted 17 environmental marketing
claim laws, each law binding within that state’s borders. Many national marketers are concerned

about this "patchv»ork" of environmental labeling laws, arguing that compliance’ is becoming

expensive and drfﬁcult (EPA 1993)




State-level activities include a number of initiatives. In addition to the pnautrnr.nt of >tat<,

laws specifically regulating the use of environmental m”trkume activities over the past few years,
_state attomeys gencral and others have initiated a guatu numbw of truth-in-advertising !qul
actions against ullegedly misleading advertising related to. products’ and companies’
“environmental attributes and performance. A task force of state"attorneys gencral has jointly
issued two status reports, the Green Report I and 11, including their recommendations for
“federal, state, local and industry actions. At the same time, different advocacy groups-have
organized local state, and national pubhcny campalgns to increase scrutiny of marketers’ claims.

Fedoral activity has been. concentrated in the FTC, the U.S. EPA, the Ofﬁce of

‘Consumer Affairs (OCA), and Congress.. The FTC held hearings to gather information and to

assist in responding to petitioners’ requests for guxdance - The. hearings, in combination with -

~other joint reséarch by the Cémmission, undertaken with EPA and OCA, resulted (in July 15992)

in the development of guidelines for the use of environmental marketing claims, with specific '

guidance for eight categories of claims.. The U.S. EPA ‘also held hearings and proposed
definitions for recycling terms. = Congress proposed but did not act on the Environmental
Marketing Claims Act.of 1991. Provisions in this bill would specifically authorize the U.S.
EPA and FTC to jointly regulate environmental terms, and would also define and set standards

" for a number of the same terms FTC covered in its guidelines, with these definitions baving the -
force of law. The bill was included in the Resource Conservation and Recovexy Act (RCRA) '

‘ reauthonzatxon b111 in 1992, but tlus too was not enacted.

| Bcfore issuing guidelines, the Federal Trade Comm1551on chose to review dcceptlve

environmental advertising on a case-by-case basis, with the expectation that settlements against
misleading marketing would serve as examples to marketers. The large number of legal actions
resulted in a great demand from industry groups, as well as consumer and environmental groups,
for guidance to help avoid costly and time-consumiing litigation. Between Oc tober 1990 and
June 1992, at least 48 separate actions were taken against marketers for misleading or deceitful

environmental advertising.®  These actions include those brought by the Task Force of State

Attorneys General and individual attorneys general (10 cases), the New York Clty Depanment
of Consumer Affairs (15 cases), and the FTC 1tself (11 cases) (EPA, 1993) v

The most prominent private activity has been the voluntary self-regulatiori of the
advertising industry by the National Advertising Division (NAD) of the Council of Betier
Business Bureaus. The NAD has heard more than 3,000 complaints about unfair advertising

practices since 1972 (EPA, 1992). Between October 1991 and June 1992, it heard 12 cases

pertaining to environmental advertising claims. Although its oversxght relies on voluntary
changes by the parties involved, it has been willing to refer cases where agreement could not
be reached to the Federal Trade ,Comrmssxop (EPA, 1993) :

5 "The highest number of actions were taken agamst claxms of blodegradabmty in pla.stxcs fo]lowod by actions agamst

- environmentally safelfriendly, nontoxic/nonpolluting, ozone friendly, recycled, recyclable, and degradable. All but six

cases ended in agreements by the manufacturer to modify or discontinue the claim in quest\on, three were found to be
substantx&ted one was dropped, and two were pendmg as of Spring 1993.

5




© AL this regulatory and enforcement activity has succeeded in decreasing misleading
nt irheting activity, but it has also caused some marketers to stop using terms that are generally
consilered to be acceptable. For many corporations, the risk of legal action and adverse
pubt ity outweighs the expected benefit from increased consumer response. As might be
expucied, some marketers are dropping terms over which other corporations have been sucd.
Others are wary of making new claims when they have been challenged on previous

environmental marketing claims. (EPA, 1992b) Procter and Gamble, Kraft, and several other

major consumer product companies announced that ‘they will no longer make certain
cnvironmental claims due to the lack of consensus as to which terms can be used legitimately

for their products. (Lawrence, 1992) As the National Food Processors Association (NFPA)
argued in its petition to the FTC, marketers need "safe harbors" in which they can make real

environmental claims without fear of being sued. (NFPA, 1991)
1.4 Re\ersmg Growing Skepticism

The confusion and growing marketplace complexity surrounding environmental marketing

‘terms has begun to create indiffercnce and distrust among consumers toward advertised
-environmental attributes, and a reluctance among companies to advertise environmental
attributes. Some marketers are now adding complicated language to their product labels to avoid
‘the liabilities associated with jix)c‘:r‘\éas“ihg"nu‘hﬂj‘e“rs‘ “of federal, state, and local actions and
regulations. (Lawrence, 1992) o I ‘

There is some evidence that consumer skepticism, marketer doubts, and fear of litigation
have resulted in declining environmental marketing activity. A recent U.S. EPA study found

‘that the rate of new environmental marketing claims declined in the first half of 1992, after a

steady upward trend. (EPA, 1993) A spokesperson for Church & Dwight, maker of Arm &
Hammer products, explained that "The risks of getting involved in green advertising until the

Tlabeling controversy is] sorted out are too high." (Reitman, 1992)

If the current mistrust of environmental marketing by both consumers and marketers |
continues, there is a danger that environmental marketing could lose its potential to be a viable

‘environmental policy option in the U.S. Consumer skepticism may be reversed if the credibility -
‘and standardization of environmental marketing information can be ensured. In general, two
‘approaches have been suggested by some stakeholders for the U.S. marketplace:

. promoting the existing guidelines for individual environmental marketing claims linked

with rg;§pon5ible moni‘t‘or'm‘g and enforcement; and/or

* . developing guidelines for (and supporting) doinestic ECPs.

In theﬁm‘e leadmg up ;dtthqreﬂ]he‘a‘se‘ of FTC guidelines, there was strong consensus
among marketers and state and consumer groups that some type of federal guidance on

‘environmental marketing terms was needed. Because of the immediacy of the problem, most
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standards: guidelines are more flexible and can be implemented miore quickly.

Although it is too early to discem their effectiveness, there has been widespread.industry,
third-party ECPs. A ‘prominent concern is that companics are not willing to let-an independent
private party dictate standards for industry to follow. Some of the criticisms are that: 1)

companies will lose some control over their own production processes and marketing decisions;
2) an independent certification company may ‘not be stable and credible, and the reputation of

- companies associated with it may be tamished; 3) competing private labels will compromiise the
cffectiveness of edch; and 4) lack of a label or seal will be equated with being denied an award.

On the other hand, there have been some calls for federal action to ‘level the playing.

Cadvecated thatTederal guidance shoutd take the form of voluntary g_.uidclincs rather than enforced

“support for the FTC guidelines. At the same time, industry has a number of reservations about '

field' for ECPs. Proposals for additional research and investigation include: public review.of

ECPs; development of uniform program operating principles; guidance on product evaluation
methodologies; assistance in developing data sources; and harmonization with programs in other
countries. ) ‘ . ‘ R

1

Support for an effective ECP has éome from consumer and environmental groups. As

© one consumer advocate indicated, "the ultimate solution for all of our green consumer dilemmas

would be to have one commonly accepted seal-of-approval on packages, certifying that a product
had met a set of standards for environmental responsibility.” (Makower et al., 1991)

Another cause for interest_in building a coherent U.S. ECP is the fact that other nations,

including prominent American trading partners, have active ecolabeling p:ograms[ Among
~countries involved in environmental marketing, the United States is virtually alone in its
emphasis on defining individual terms rather than developing a national program. Germany,

Canada, Japan, the European Community and the_ Nordic Council, among others, ﬂhave
government-run or government-associated ECPs in place. With heightened interest in trade
issues due to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and North American Free

" Trade Agreement (NAFTA) negotiations, ECPs are being examined both as potential barriers
to trade and as an option to avoid barriers to trade.* An ECP, for example, can effectively -

export its award criteria to foreign manufacturers wishing to enter its market.

* An ECP could impede trade where its award criteria relate t“manufacturing processes or waste management
(which are not attributes of the pvroduct itself). Companies exporting to a foreign market with such award criteria might
therefore need to alter.their domestic produétidn -or waste management processes before they can receivé an award and
be able to compete. - One condition for certification by the European Community ECP is compliance with relevant
European Community environmental laws. Unless greater harmonization occurs, this requi.rement‘could present a barrier
to the entry of foreign products into the EC market. - ' B : :
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“2. - DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LABELING
CINITIATIVES o ‘ - |

“interest in ECPs have grown. Currently, at least 13 programs are in operation in upwards of
21 countries (see Appendix). ’ ' '

" and 3) as a method of achieving specific policy goals. As an independent endorsement of a’

.on their own behalf. ‘For consumer protection, labeling can provide product information that

impacts of products. =~ -

‘make more informed purchasing decisions. ECPs operate on the assumption that information - :
- on the environmental impacts of products tends to be more complicated than other kinds of

- ‘considerations, consumers are in need of a clearly reported, expert analysfs of those impacts.

‘sales of products bearing the certification. In contrast, hazard/wamning labels typically highlight -

2.1 Introduction

~ While product labeling has been used in marketing since Underwriters Laboratories began
operation in 1894, the newest developments in labeling have been in the area of environmental
certification programs (ECPs). In recent years, particularly since 1989, the number of and

~ Third party consumer product labeling can serve three functions in the marketplace: 1)
as an independent evaluation and endorsement of a product, 2) as a consumer protection tool,

product, a program can offer companies a selling point.that is more credible than claims made

is not readily apparent or easily discerned, or is not a positive selling point and thus would not =
necessarily be supplied by the marketer. As -a policy instrument, labeling can. influence
marketplace behavior, guiding consumers and producers to act toward public policy goals. A
variety -of approaches to product labéling have been developed, prompted by health and' safety
concerns, concerns about hidden operational costs and, more recently, about the environmental

All third party product labels assume that better information will enable corsumers to

product information, and that, in order to make purchasing decisions based on environmental

While other types of environmental labels focus on specific single issues, such as gasoline use, -
energy efficiency, and toxic substances, ECPs often try to convey information about multiple
environmental impacts of products. B '

- Another key difference is that participation in e‘nviAronmental certification program's' is
voluntary, and certification by an ECP is intended to bea positive selling point, encouraging the

a negative product aftribute. As such, they either promote the safe use of labeled products or
discourage sales of labeled products, thereby promoting the use of safer alternatives. -

In addition to guiding consumer behavior, an ECP can provide a clear incentive for
manufacturers to change to less harmful materials and production processes.” In theory, if the
market shares of products certified by ECPs increase, manufacturers of products that did not
receive or seek the label will be induced to change or risk losing market share. Those
manufacturers of products without a label may seek to qualify for the ECP’s label, thereby.
reducing their adverse environmental impacts. ~Alternatively, they may try to differentiate their
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“products on anather basis. such as lower price, greater Cofivenience, or higher quality. To
_encoumge continual technological and cny ironmeatal improvements, several ECPs continuously
raise the standards for an award so that only a select minority of products on the market meet
.the programs’ requirements. | | ‘ :

For the purposes of this study, certain fundamental elements have been identified that are
common to all types of product labeling. As illustrated by Figure 1-1, environmental marketing
‘performed by marketers themselves can be considered ‘first party® activity, while that performed
‘or required by an outside program can be called ‘third party.’ All environmental labeling
programs are considered in this report to be third party programs, as shown in Figure 2-1.

_Participation in these programs can be mandatory or voluntary; most, if not all, mandatory
labeling programs are required by state or federal law. Labeling programs can be positive,
_neutral, or negative; that is, they can promote positive attributes of products, they can require
-disclosure of information that is inherently neither good nor bad, or they can require (negative)
'warnings about the hazards of products. | '

Figure 2.1:
Third Party
Environmental Labeling
Programs
~ ~.
// \\\
Mandatory Vo1untary
’/ \\\ ' :
7 ~. . , ;
Hazard or Information Environmental
Warning Disclosure - Certification
(e.g. Pesticides, (e.g EPA fuel Programs
03, Prop. 65) economy label)
/]
Report Seal of Single
Card  Approval  Attribute
. Certification

L;ibelihg progfams have these elemenits in different combinations, causing some overlaps
in the categorization illustrated in Figure 2-1. For example, the Environmental Report Card
program run by Scientific Certification Systems (SCS) is a voluntary information disclosure
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environmental claim made by the manufacturer.

program, while EPA’s Euel Econory Information Program is a mandatory information

disclosure program. Table 2-1 illustrates how the different categories of environmental labeling
prograins identified in this report share the basic elements.

' TABLE 2-1
Program ’  Positive” | 'vaeutrél ﬁegétive | Voluntary | Mandatory
Seal-of-Approval - N S
Single Attribute : X - a S x
-Certification ‘
_cho“ft Card o | , X o &
Information Disclosure A Cox o o ‘ X
Hazard Warnings. | _ o | x | X
‘Books® ' x e x - -

‘Seal-of-approval programs ‘identify products or services as being less harmful to the
environment than similar products or. services with the same function. Single attribute -
certification prograxﬁs typically indicate that an independent third party has validated a particular -
Report cards offer consumers neutral
information about a product and/or a company’s environmental per,form'ance in multiple impact
categories, (e.g., energy consumption, water pollution). In this way, consumers can weigh for
themselves what they think theé most important environmental impacts are. Information
disclosure labels, like report cards, are neutral, disclosing facts about a product that would not
otherwise be disclosed by the manufacturer. ‘Unlike report cards, they are required by law.
Hazard/warning labels, or negative labels (similar to health advisory labels found on cigarette
packaging) are mandatory warnings concerning the product’s adverse ‘environmental or health
impacts. Books about the environmental impacts of consumer products tend to advocate for or
against specific products or categories, and so are either positive or negative for each product
rated. ' : ‘ o ' “

: ‘Most of the existing or ﬁlanned government-supported programs, including those
instituted by Germany, Canada, the-Nordic Council, the European Community, France, Japan,

* the Netherlands, New Zealand, and Austria, are seal-of-approval programs. ‘Green Seal, a

private seal-of-approval program in the U.S., also falls into this category. In general, the
programs judge products based on several award criteria using some abbreviated form of life

5 Although books on the environmental impacts of consumer goods co;ﬁpile and presént some of the ‘same
information as do ECPs, they are not programs per se; thus, they are not included in Figure 2-1 but are covered in this
chapter. Programs require either the voluntary or mandatory participation of marketers. ' :
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¢yule assessment. If the product passes, the marketer is allowed to use the program’s 10go in

promotion and advertising for the product.  Other labeling programs, such as one operated by -
SCS. Scientific Certification Systems, certify particular single atributes. SCS also offers the

Environmental Report Card, a broader information disclosure label showing pollution releases
and resource use for products and companies. Tnformation disclosure labels mandated by the
U.S. government include the Energy Guide program for electrical appliances and EPA’s Fuel
Economy Information Program for cars and trucks. The U.S. EPA, California, and Vermont

have mandatory negative labeling programs for hazardous and toxic materials. Books rating the’

environmental attributes of products include The Green Consumer and Nontoxic, Natural and
Earthwise. S SO

This rep&rt focuses mosfly on seal-of-approval, single attribute certification, and report

card type labeling programs, categorized together as environmental certification programs
(ECPs). Most of the ECPs in this report share three main objectives: 1) to-prevent misleading
environmental advertising by providing an ‘objective, expert assessment of the relative
environmental impacts of products; 2) to raise the awareness of consumers and 0 encourage
them to take environmental considerations into account in their purchasing decisions by
‘providing them with accurate information on the environmental consequences of products; and
3) to prov ide manufacturers with market-based incentives to develop new products and processes
with fewer environmental impacts. | :

2.2 Seals-of-Approval
2.2. 1 Ow‘ervié;v

| Seal-of-approval programs award use of a logo to products judged to be less
environmentally harmful than comparable products, based on a specified set of award criteria.
TFirst, product categories are defined based on similar use or other relevant characteristics.
Award criteria_are then developed for a product category. All products within a product
category are compared against the same set of award criteria. How these product categories and

‘evaluation award criteria are set defines the most important differences among the seal-of-
‘approval programs currently in existence. It is a complex task requiring the consideration of
- many factors, including environmental policy goals, consumer awareness of environmental
“issues, and economic effects on industry. '
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Table 2-2 summadrizes eleven seal-of-approval ECPs currently in operation.

. TABLE 22 = . S ’
’ Countrives/R'egions . ‘ -, First award
in which a program is active o . Program , - Type _given
Germany ' ' " Blue Angel . o ol ogovit 1 1979
Canada Environmental Choice : gov't 1989 . .
Japan - - - EcoMark ' _ © . ] govit | 1989
Nordic Council (\omay, Sv.eden, White Swan S : - gov't 1991
- Finland, Iceland) ' . ' ‘ S : : o -
European Community (EC nations) Ecolabel . | gov't: 1993 (expgcted)
us ' ‘ Green Seal- * © ° ' _private | 1993
France - ' " | NF-Environnement o Col.gov't .} 1993 (expected)
International Flipper-Seal-of-Approval ) “ private | 1991
International L -SCS Forest Conservation Program . private 1993
[ndia . | Ecomark =~ = - . . : gov't 1991
Singapore - Green Label ~+ . : gov't . | 1992
Korea : Ecomark - o , “gov't | 1992

~ Other countries pllanning‘ programs include Austria, New Zealand, and the Netherlands. .
Plans for ECP schemes have been dropped in Ireland and the United Kingdom in order to
participate in the European Community scheme. During 1992, California EPA assembled a task

- force to begin consideration of a positive ECP; the State of New Jersey has also studied the -

issue. These programs and others are descrrbed[ in greater detarl in the Appcndrx

In general seal-of-approval programs tend to have sumlar admlmstmuve structures. In
a typical program, the government's environmental agency is involved to some extent, ranging

- from actually administering the program to simply providing advice or funding. The bulk of the:
- responsibility rests in a central decision-making board composed of environmental groups,

academics - and scientists, business and trade representatives, consumer groups, and/or
government representatives. Such board members usually serve for fixed terms (two to five
years). Technical expertise is provided by the government, ‘standards-setting organizations,

- consulta.nts éxpert panels and/or task forces. established for specific product categones

Vrrrually all seal- of—approval programs follow the same overall certrﬁcatron process, with

“some minor variations. . First, product categories are defined and chosen. With Japan's
EcoMark as a notable exception (see Section 2.2.2), most of these Jprograms then set award

criteria using a form of life cycle study, in which potentially srgmﬁcant environmental burdens
of a product are examined. Award criteria for that product group are then set to reduce those

- impacts ‘considered to be the most important or relevant.. Once the award criteria have been

finalized 'and pubhshed manufacturers are invited to subrmt products for testing and then, if
accepted, apply for a license to use the 1og0 ‘
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i W W ' ! “h‘ o ‘:“ “;r‘ T . K ' o [T ST . I -
-~ 'The United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) held a "Global Environmental
Labeling” seminar in September 1991, where experts defined the following basic features’
conmon to scal-of-approval ECPs: ‘ ‘

« c tqrmirrariorro“f;wﬁwz‘irc‘i criteria t):iseci'on hfe—cyclerevxew of a produlct category;

.« voluntary partrcxpatron of potentral lrcensees, o - |

. run by a nOt-for?bri)f‘rt orgamzatron, irid;lu‘di‘h‘g gs\kérhrxrénts; WithOU'f, commercial ;‘
interests; ‘ o R R ‘ K

e récommendations for product categonps and ‘éjr‘l\)"}irdnnlenta] aWard cﬁteria;\ ’

termined by an independent, broadly-based board;

Sy it ol g
e open access to pr)tehtiél lwiCénséés ‘from‘ aﬁ ‘c‘ountrﬁi‘es; '
. endorsement from governm en:t;g‘
. award ;:riteria levels e‘s‘tz‘rblis‘héd‘ to encourage Mtlj“reljde‘vélopment of‘ pro‘ducvts‘ and
sernces that‘ are si‘g‘niﬁficajnt‘ly ‘less daxrrzfging“to rhe eny'rrohme'nt; gnd |
. periodic review and, if necessary Li;gdjatej‘j‘ of both e“nvirdrir‘nent’al‘ awar‘d‘ér"it‘erizr

and categories, taking into account technological and marketplace developments
(UNEP, 1991). ‘ ‘

‘ The International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) has proposed several requirements for
ECPs from the perspective of the business community. In particular, they emphasize that there
should be no more than one label in each market to avoid consumer confusion, and that the key
reasons for granting the environmental award should be printed on the product label itself. ICC
“also suggested that there should be a certain amount of harmonization among national programs,
“and that business should have a voice in the ECP process. .(ICC, 1991) ‘

‘ “Seall—of;gpproval programs also need to consider the incorporation of national pollicy goals
into the program, appropriate and reasonable definition of product categories, inclusion of
-industrial and commercial products and services in the program, and the need to put
environmental award criteria into context, recognizing important product attribute tradeoffs (e.g.,
reduced packaging vs. packaging needed for consumer safety, as with many food products).

{

% This point had majority, but not universal, consensus.




2.2.2 Common Processes

Vrmrally all St,&l of- approval programs follow .the same process, with some minor
varations.  First, product categories are chosen and -some form of. life cycle review is
performed.. “The review determine$ which points in a product’s life cycle from manufacture to

disposal, contribute the greatest cnvironmental burden. The programs vary widely in ‘the rigor

of their quantitative analysis. Based on this analysxs programs ssct criteria that products must
mcet in order 1o qualify for an award. Thereis usually a public review of program operatrons
After criteria are set, applrcatxons are received and awards are made

Defining Product Categori&s

How product catecrones are defined can vary greatly between programs, and reflect the

goals of the individual programs. With varying language, most of. the programs- state that they-

intend to promote the design, production, marketing, and use of products that have a reduced
trxvlronmcntal impact and prowde consumers with better information on the environmental

‘impact of products. Nevertheless, the programs have differing ideas as to what environmental

benefits can be gained through an ECP. Given the lack of consensus on product evaluation
methodologies, thé way product categones are defined may be the most important drstmgurshmg
feature between existing programs. There are significant differences in the effects created by
a product category that is limited, for example, to compact fluorescent lightbulbs, versus a
product category for all hghtbulbs (whose energy efficiency. would be just one of several award
cntena)

The procedure for selcctmg product categones ranoe from extensive research to

‘determine the potcntial benefits of a new-product category, to the selection of a product category ’

based on loose guiding principles. One example ‘is a Blue Angel product category designed
specifically for low-noise mopeds. While noise may not appear to be.a moped's most serious
environmental impact, the standard suggests that the reduction of noise pollution is a higher

© priority in Germany than in other countries. This is borne oyt by the fact that Blue ‘Angel has

no fewer than seven. low-noise product categories in its program mcludmg one for

- "Sound-proofed Glass Collection Bins for Noise-sensitive Areas." “Once a product category has
“been chosen, label award criteria for that partlcular category can then be developed

The Furopean Commumty s attempts at product assessment have been the most ambmous
of any program. Product categories are decided upon by the Commission and assigned to a
"lead country" for evaluation and standards setting. So far, 14 product category assessments
have been assigned to member states. The EC program is currently the most intensively
engaged in original research to gather envrronmental information on product categories, and at
least two studies have been completed. While this strategy may provide a very thorough
analysis, poss1ble drawbacks include a long tumaround tlme and high costs.,

~ Inthe mlddle range of the research spectrum is Canada s Environmental Choice Program.
Environmental Choice does not perform original research to determine _the environmental
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ipants of products.  Guidelines are set by "a review of currently available life cycle
infunmation.” which is presented in technical briefing notes written for the program by

Ccanvitaits and reviewed by Environment Canada (Canada's environment ministry). These notes
. are literature reviews of rescarch on the environmental impacts of a particular product category,

an assessment of the industry ‘and marketplace, suggestions for areas of possible environmental

" improsement dnd recommendations for how to set standards for the products effectively. A new
. consideration, recc tly added to the program by the Environment Minister, is an assessment of
. the cconomic impact of the label on an industry. (Hilliard, 1992)

At thje“j@pposiﬁté end of the spectrum from the Buropean Community is Japan's EcoMark
- program. EcoMark follows "guiding principles” in its selection of product categories, its
* development of award criteria, and in the awarding of its labels:

. " Products incur a minimal environmental burden when used.

Products improve the environment when used;’

[

. 'Products incur a minimal environmental burden when discarded after use;

¢ Products contribute to environmental preservation in other ways;

e 'Appropriate environméntal pollution control measures are provided at the stage
»of production; :

e  Energy or resources can be conserved with use of the product;

.  Products coinply with laws, standards, and regulations pertaining to quality and

- _safety; and ‘
e  Priceis “not‘“‘:extraojrdina;i‘ly higher than that of comparable products.‘

The Promotion Committee, with advice from the expert Committee of Approval, "guided

~ by the basic principles listed above, and aided by information provided by the applicant, decides

whether to approve the category.” Apparently there is no analysis or consultation with a group
specifically assembled for that product category. One drawback of this process is that it runs
the risk of awarding a product based on one attribute, when that product may have another
environmental attribute that should not be promoted. For example, a paper product that is
manufactured using a chlorine bleaching process (which generates dioxin-containing wastes) may

receive an award based on its post-consumer recycled content. On the other hand, the program

7 According to Mr. Hashizume of the Japan Environment Assoc., "improve the environment” means "the reduction
of the pollution, e.g., a kitchen sink strainer which has fine mesh, can catch fine materials in the waste water from a
kitchen and prevents water contamination of rivers and lakes. Most of household waste water {flows] directly to rivers
and lakes in Japan." o ‘ : : :
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is able to move very quickly, awarding over 1,300 products in 47 product categoriés in less than
three ‘years of operation. It is also the only ECP that is currently self-financing. (Hashizume.
1992a) ' . ' o : '

According to Shigeyuki Hashizume of the Japan Environment Association, in the past,
"product cutegories were selected by satisfying-one ... environmental requirement. ... Now we -

are studying to introduce the life cycle assessment .me’thodAto'productlcategorics selection.”

(Hashizume, 1992b) Some criticism of EcoMark implies that its credibility has suffered from

a Tack of more stringent research method. (Business and The Environment, 1993) It may also
be that the program has set award criteria for the simplest product categories (i.e., categories
that can be set without much analysis) and that future: product categories. will require more

research.

Finally, two programs, the Flipper Seal—of—Abproval and thé SCS Forest Conservation

: Program are, in a sense, single issue seal-of-approval programs. Flipper, run by the non-profit

environmental group Earthtrust, certifies "dolphin friendly" tuna while SCS certifies sustainable
timber and, forest management operations. . The Flipper program focuses exkcl'usively on

discouraging fishing practices that maim and kill dolphins, and. encouraging tuna companies to
engage in "dolphin-friendly” activities. The program examines all facets of a tuna company's
corporate policy that may affect’ dolphins, including fishing techniques of tuna suppliers,
activities of subsidiaries and parent companies, and involvement in dolphin protection efforts.
So far, Earthtrust has approved several major tuna companies, including Starkist. (Earthtrust,
1992) The SCS Forest Conservation Program evaluates. timber operations based on the
sustainability of timber resources, forest ecosystem maintenance and socio-economic benefits to

»

the surrounding community. Each timber operation examined is awarded a score on a-100 point

scale; those scoring more than 60 can claim to be "Well-Managed" while those in the top 10
percent can identify themselves as “State-of-the-Art." (SCS, 1993)

Setting award criteria

_ After the principal environmental impacts of products have been identified, award criteria
(also called standards) are set to address these impacts. To date, seal-of-approval programs have
been granted on a pass/fail basis, rather than.on a rating system. In general, standards are set
so that only a few products in a category (a frequently used goal is 10 to 20 percent of the
market) can meet them. The idea is to provide incentives for manufacturers making products.

in that category to improve their products to meet the award criteria and receive the ECP's
award. Programs also allow for changing the award criteria. When the percentage of products .

" withina product category receiving labels increases, -standards can be raised to limit the number

of awards. In this way, a program can provide an incentive for continuous improvement.

" In practice, standards are often set for just one award criterion, even though research has

been carried out identifying multiple environmental impacts. This is done for a variety of

-reasons: it is easier to implement and set standards for one attribute, it focuses the attention of

manufacturers on specific environmental goals, it educates consumers on specific environmental
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Jmpacts of a prodUet category, and it can be less confusing to consumers.  This simplified
approach has some drawbacks as well: most importantly, such a seal does not reflect the overall
impact of a produLt accurately; consumers may interpret the award to be a general seal-of-
approv al rather than an award for a specific attribute; it can limit the incentive for manufacturers
to improve their production processes overall by targeting only one problem; and it can

{Jeopardlze the credibility of a program if it is promoted or interpreted as a general seal-of-
‘approval. The report card approach to labehng, dlscussed m Scuxon 2.4, addreSSes some of
these probluns :

The European Commumty is trymg a more comprchensrve approach Its program ﬁrst
performs the most in-depth life cycle study of any program and then sets award criteria. The
award process consrsts of two levels. The first level is known as a "hurdle” test, where certain
award criteria are mandatory to qualify for further consideration. If a product passes these -
hurdles, it then faces a variety of other award criteria. It needs to pass a certain percentage of
these secondary award criteria to qualrfy for a label.! The standards for copier paper set by
Denmark, for example require that virgin pulp must come from sustamably managed forests,

and that manufacturing processes and contents must meet quality standards in all EC states. If

products meet these requirements, “they are scored for the use of ¢nergy and natural resources,
and for the amount of chemicals emitted to water and soil during manufacture (see Table 2-3).
If a product does not exceed maximum allowable values fi or any category, and if it scores within

‘the overall lxmxt it quahnes for a label.

The mam advantage of tl'us approach is that it is a more comprehenswe assessment of the
environmental rmpacts of a product. Also, it gives a company the flexibility to choose among
different manufacturing processes and operatmg practices (with tradeoffs in emissions and energy

‘Lonsumptlon) and still meet the program'’s standards. One problem with this approach is that
it may be prolnbm\ely expensive. In order to set realistic standards for scoring, industry

averages must be determined. This may involve collecting detailed information on
manufacturing and chemical use from a significant portion of the industry, of which some

~members may not want to participate. For example, in the evaluation of detergents conducted
“for the EC by Germany, the study was “hindered by... limited support to the lead country with.
‘respect to submlttmg necessary raw matenals/product/productlon related data." (Poremski,

199 1)
Publrc | réview of award ‘c‘r‘iteria

Public rev1ew of a program s award cntena and process is assumed to be important in

- maintaining the’ program 's integrity and its abrlrty ‘to address issues relevant to those parties

affected by its actions. All other thmgs being equal, a program that is "transparent," or open

“to public scrutiny, will have greater credlbmty in the eyes of consumers and manufacmrers than
‘ wrll a program w1th httle pubhc review.

'® The UK \‘atxonal Advisory Group on Envu‘onmental Labelmg also recommended this approach in a white paper

_written for the House of Commons.
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' v Table 2-3 :
Coprcr Paper Standards for the EC Program

Aspect of manufacture , Emissions . e Points

: Enugy and natural resource use ‘Virg'm fiber = |
L S e | Recycled fiber

Sulphur dioxide emissions ~ * - less than. 0.2
o o 0.2-05
05-1.5
1.5-2.5

Organicsto water (COD) 1 less tllan l ‘ T N
' ‘ -0 ' '
.. o l10-40
L C 40 - 60
Chlorinated organics (AOX) less than 0.1
: 0.1-1.0

1.0-2.0
20-3.0

‘Emissions to soil ) no deposifs
controlled
uncontrolled .
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Almost all programs attempt to be transparent to the public in-their operations. Canada’s

Environmental Choice allows for a sixty-day public review period in the process of establishing

y " criteria for a given product category. During this time, announcements of the proposed

; standards are sent to the press and to an "extensive mailing list," and’ are published in

' government publications, ~in the program s newsletter, and in major newspapers.

4 Recommendatxons taken from this review. are con51dered by the Envuonmental Choice board
before final mles are promulgated :

In the U.S., Green Seal seeks pubhc pamc1pat10n using press releases and mallmgs of
proposed award mformauon to interested parties. Although it does not publish in govemment _
 publications, and its standards are not automatically pubhshed by any newspaper or magazine,
its ormdelmes and activities tend to be fairly well covered, in the American trade press:

Awardmg labels X
Once award ' criteria have been set, the awarding body accepts applications from
. manufacturers and awards labels to those products meeting the award criteria. Information on
the products is usually provided by the manufacturers, or from tlurd party testing orgamzatrons
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Cwhose fees are paid by the manufacturer. Programs can often request additional testing if

“peeded. Manufacturers whose products pass then pay a fee to license the label for a specified
“ time. usually three years. At the end of the licensing period, the manufacturer can reapply for

the ECP's label, under current standards that may have been revised to reflect the state-of-the-arn
within the product category. o o ‘

2.2.3 Retailer énvironrﬁent;il labels

Many retailers in the U.S. and abroad have started their own programs to promote
* products with perceived environmental benefits. These efforts consist of shelf labels, in-store

consumer education materials such as brochures and posters, and retailers’ own "house brands’

hat identify “and promote products with certain environmental attributes. Retailers with

. environmental initiatives in the U.S. have included grocery, department and hardware stores,

both mainstream national retailers such as Walmart and smaller alternative stores such as Whole

Earth Access in California. Loblaw's, a large chain of grocery stores in Canada, has its own

~brand of "G-R-E-E-N" products, and Tesco Stores of England has a "Green Choice" product
- line. (House of Commons, 1991) In addition, a number of stores have opened that specialize
- in products with environmental features, such as the Body Shop or the Nature Company.®

b h , P
! [

Walmart was one of the first large

" stopped its program. (Fisher, 1991; Walmart, 1992)

Whole Earth Access is a small chain of department stores in the San Francisco Bay area

originally associated with the Whole Earth Catalog, a long-time source of environmental and

sacially conscious products. Whole Earth Accéss does some shelf labeling "to highlight products

“that are an alternative to mainstream America."” (Tong, 1992) The labeling is determined by

each merchandise buyer based on manufacturer claims, combined with whatever additional
information each buyer deems necessary to verify the claim. Whole Earth stores have promoted

" certain products as being "énvironmentally friendly" for the 15 years of their existence.

In general, retailer labeling programs are not very systematic or comprehensive. Because

- of this, it is difficult to categorize them as seal-of-approval, single attribute certification, or

report card types of ECPs. Since existing retailer programs do not systematically set award
criteria or standards ahead of time, their intent is to draw attention to products, not necessarily

- to certify marketer claims or evaluate the environmental impacts of products. In this regard,

they are similar to the final format of a seal-of-approval type of labeling program, though

* Since this paper is concerned primarily with third party labeling programs, retailers with environmental product
lines such as Loblaw's and Tesco will not be discussed here, nor will specialty stores carrying environmentally-orieated
products. Two ‘fetailers’ environmental product labeling efforts are described in the Appendix: those of Walmart and
Whole Earth Access. ‘ ‘ I I : :
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* store signage, starting in 1989, but was criticized by several environmentalists for having no
‘ means of independently verifying manufacturers’ environmental claims. Walmart has since



)

ECP.

2.2.4 Summary

A seal-of-approval program differs from those that certlfy manufacturers clalms because
it is based on a broader assessment of a product’s life cycle. In spite of this, a seal-of-approval
program will often make awards based prlmanly on only one attribute, which it deems the most -
important,-the most practical, or the easiest to improve. Germany’s Blue Angel often makes
awards based on a single attribute that is considered to be the most important envxronmental
¢ attribute of the product. -

A seal- of-approval is also dlffbi'bnt from a neutral mformanon dxsclosure program, such
-as the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) nutrition Jabel, because ‘it makes value Judgments
as to what is good and bad for the environment: It is different from SCS’s Report Card
approach, in that a seal- of—approxal program selects what it defines as the most important
environmental impacts frorm among the many impacts associated with a product If such a seal
is controlled by a federal government, as is true for most foreign programs, it is used as a policy.
instrument where the 1mpltctt value judgments are provided by the naticnal environmental policy.
A major exception is the United States Green Seal, a pnvate non- proﬁt program not assocrated
with the U.S. government

Overall, the vanattons among programs are the result of dtfferent philosophies, different .
environmental policies, and different expectations of what is feasible. For the most part,
~ countries pursuing ECPs have converged on the seal- -of-approval label model as being
sufficiently comprehensive and, above all, practical. - Environmentalists, aimong others, however,
have called for a more complete analysis of products, taking into account the inherent trade-offs
in environmental impacts. As the body of knowledge about life cycle assessment. increases, it
~is more hkely to become an integral part of seal- of—approval labeling programs '

2.3 Smgle Attribute Certlficatmn Programs

Smgle attribute certification programs certtfy that c]alms made for products meet a
specified definition. Such programs define specific terms and accept applications from marketers
for the use of those terms. If the programs verify that the product attributes meet their
- definitions, they award the use of a logo to the marketer. The two single attribute programs
currently operating are Environmental Choice Australia and Scxentrﬁc Certification Systems
Smgle Claim Certxﬁcatlon a private progra.m in the U.S.

2.3.1 Environmental Choice, Austraha |

The stated goals of Environmental Chmce Australia are to ensure that ' environmental'

‘claims made about products and services are both meamngful and truthful” and that "consumers
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and the prov iders of products and senvices are educated and. informed on the environmental

~{mpacts of products and senvices.” To thisend. Australia is initiating education and information
Cprograms and onyironmental legislation that encourage manufacturers to lessen environmental
“impacts in their design and production processes, as well as the environmental claim verification
program. ‘ B ‘ ‘ S -

Environmental Choice Australia is administered and funded by the Australia and New'
" Zealand Environment Conservation Council (ANZECC), and includes a scientific committee to
‘define terms and verify claims, as well as a broad-based advisory committee to consult on
decisions. The program is expected to coordinate closely with Environmental Choice New'
Zealand. (Doyle. 1992) ‘ ‘ .
Environmental Choice’s verification process gives ‘gmovermnent approval to product
environmental claims that can be tested and quantified. If a product passes the required tests,
its manufacturer may display "an agreed form of words” on the product. The Environmental
- Choice program categorizes environmental claims as follows:
- Claims_that can be quantified; ‘
‘Claims_dependent upon common understanding of terms used:
" Meaningless claims; and o S
" Misplaced or misleading claims.

‘Manufacturers applying for verification are not alfowed to use claims that are meaningless
or misleading. Environmental Choice Australia states that it will undertake random testing of
products and services to ensure that providers of products and services remain in compliance
with the program’s requirements. Fines up to $100,000 (companies) and $20,000 (individuals)
may be levied on those parties who misuse the Environmental Choice Logo.

. 2.3.2 SCS meronmental Claims Certification

According to SCS, Environmental Claims Certification is designed to provide
“independent assurance that specific environmental claims made by manufacturers” are accurate
and represent "significant environmental accomplishments.” (SCS, 1992) To date, more than
500 individual products have been certified for claims in the areas of recycled content, recycling
rates, biodegradability, energy and water efficiency, volatile organic chemicals content, and
sustainable forestry. ' -

"‘During the certification process, the manufacturer is expected to release to SCS all
information relevant to its claim. SCS then performs on-site inspections as well as a detailed
records audit to verify information. SCS also consults independent databases to compare the
manufacturer with the industry average. Based on this research, certification is then issued or
denied. After a product has been certified, its manufacturer may display an "authorized

‘ " certification emblem" accompanied by an exact description of the verified claim.
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2.4 - Report Cards

The report card approach to labeling involves categorizing and- quantifying various
iimpacts -that a ‘product has on the e¢nvironment. Values for each impact category (e.g.,
kilograms of carbon dioxide released during manufacturing) are listed on the label and displayed
in a bar graph. At this time, only Scientific Certification Systems is using this method of

‘labdmg, although the Council on Economic Priorities has published a book rankmg companies

on environmental as well as various social crltc,na To date Scientific Cemﬁcatmn Systems has
issued report cards to nine products.

Because report card labels prov1de the consumer with more mformatlon than standard

seal-of-approval labels, the consumer has more specific information to consider when choosing

a product.’® Whereas a seal- of—approval program might label two products with similar

" recycled contult in the same way, a report card. may. highlight measurable. differences in other

impact categories between the two products. Consequently, the consumer does not have 1o base
his or her decision completely on the analysis and judgments of .the seal- of—approwal labeling
program. Another advantage of the report card is that it neither advocates nor condemns a

~product, but only provides information about the product. To some extent, this reduces the
‘possibility of a consumer basing a purchase decision on a label awarded because of one or two

specific environmental benefits of a given product Wthh may ¢ cause consumers to infer its

: supenonty across all 1mpact categones

>

The major advantage of the report card approach is, that it prov1des manufacturers and

_ consumers with a large amount of information. Criticismsof the report card fall into two basic -

categories: concern over the difficulty of obtaining. information, and the difficulty in displaying

information clearly and- Smely

2.4.1 SCS Environment’al Report Card

SCS's "Environmental Report Card” is an information disclosure labeling program based
on a life cycle invenfory (LCI). The life cycle inventory'is the first step in the more
uomprehenswe life cycle assessment (LLCA) described in Chapter 3. SCS Report Card ev aluation
is a multi-step process, involving identifying and quantifying inputs and outputs for every stage
of a product’s life cycle, site inspections, records-audits, emissions sampling and testing, and
quarterly monitoring. Under SCS’s LCI, characteristics under the followmg categories are

« quantified for each stage of manufacturmg, use, reuse, and dlsposal

Resource. Consumption
Energy Use

Air Emissions’

Water Emissions

Solid Waste Generation

' "Seal-of-dpproval programs are selected for cornparativé purposes because 1) they are most similar in terms of
underlying analysis, and 2) a private seal-of-approval program exists in the U.S. o
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(e the LCT has been completed. the results arg presented on an label or in public information
Ceatennds in a table of figures accomparied by a bar-graph (see Appendix). The manufacturer .
Cpays for testing fees but wJoes, not pay any licensing or royalty fees.

242 Council on Economic Priorities - Shopping For A Better World |

- by marketers, information disclosure programs are usually mandatory.

! B N B
non-profit group, has

" The Council on Economic Priorities (bEP); a Ne‘\{/‘u York-based

" produced a book called Shopping For A’ Better World, which ratés major manufacturers on a
“variety of social issues such as environinental awareness, minority advancement, charitable

giving, and animal testing. Although CEP’s report card reduces complex environmental issues -

“down to a simple ranking within a single category (e.g., a corporation’s environmental

performance is graded as good, bad, or average), its wider scope may influence future product

. report cards designed to assess a manufacturer’s performance on issues beyond environmental
. impacts. ‘ ‘ - a C

2.5 Inform‘;lt‘i‘(“)n Disclosure L‘abeﬁs“

Like report cards, information disclosure labels are neutral, simply reporting facts that

"can be used by consumers as one piece of information in making a purchasing decision. Since

the facts disclosed are not always positive selling features, and may not otherwise be reported

’

‘Perhaps the best known information disclosure label is the Food and Drug

- Administration’s (FDA) nutrition label. Amended under the Nutrition Labeling and Education

" Act of 1990, the new food label is required to appear on all processed food sold in the U.S.,

with voluntary labeling on all unprocessed fruits and vegetables. (FDA, 1992) The government
has required two other information disclosure: labels that can be considered environmental in

. focus. One is the automobile Fuel Economy Information Program, which requires a-label on -
‘toall new ear L ‘as a’

and trucks so Begun as a voluntary program in 1973 by the Environmental
Protection Agency, it soon became mandatory for auto makers to report the mileage rating of

" new vehicles. (Abt Associates, 1976) | _ :

Another information disclosure label is the Energy Guide program;, which requires a label
disclosing the cost of energy consumption of certain household appliances. Mandated by the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1976, the program is run by the Department ~f Energy
and the Federal Trade Commission. The appliances covered include refrigerators, freezers, .
water heaters, clothes washers, dishwashers, and room air conditioners. These appliances tend
to have a wider range of energy efficiencies than other appliances; consumers are thus more in
need of a disclosure label to help them make purchasing decisions.
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2.6  Hazard/warning labeling

Hazard/warmning labels are mandatory ncgative labels that appear on certain products’
containing harmful or hazardous ingredients. Well known hazard/warming labels include the -
Surgeon General's warmings. on cigarettes and the skull and crossbones label on poisons,
- Warning labels are also being applied to products to point out environmental hazards presented
by the. products. . Labeling programs warning of toxic ingredients are currently being
‘implemented by the States of California and Vermont, as well as the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. ' ' - ; ‘ ' SRR

The State of California, by voter initiative, enacted the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic
Enforcement Act in 1986. The Act, known as Proposition 65, creates a labeling program for
products containing one or more of a list of chemicals determined to be carcinogenic and/or .
- teratogenic, and prohibits the discharge of these chemicals to drinking water supplies. The law
also provides an unusual enforcement mechanism, offering a bounty to any individual or group
able to prove a violation of the law. "In six years of operation, more than 500 chemicals: have
been listed, with Xvamings appearing on a wide variety of consumer goods.

. The State of Vermont passed a state law in 1990 requiring all retailers stocking household
products containing hazardous ingredients to so identify the products with shelf labels. The
program’s goal is to prompt consumers to avoid purchasing such products, the’réby‘ sending a
signal to manufacturers to- produce less hazardous ‘products. The state also:gives certain
products deemed less toxic or nontoxic an "exempt" label, so that retailers can offer officially-
- sanctioned alternatives to the labeled products. After nine months of implementation, 58 percent
of retail stores in Vermont had installed shelf labels." Along with the shelf label, there.is a
consumer education program. that creates posters and brochures and is planning a media
campaign. The state has a companion program for pesticides and commercial fertilizers.

The U.S. EPA, under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA),
requires warning labels on pesticides. Undeér the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), the
Agency may require warning labels on products containing specific hazardous substances,

“although in the 17 years since TSCA became law, only four product categories have been so
regulated. Under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, EPA recently began a labeling
requirement for products made with or containing ozone depléting substances (such as
chlorofluorocarbons, or CFCs). ‘ ' S -

Proponents of warning labels claim that manufacturers would remove the offending
chemicals rather than suffer the market sétbacks (adverse publicity and loss of market share) that
a hazard/warning label might cause. They argue that this approach provides a stronger incentive
- to reformulate products (to avoid hazardous ingredients) than would a voluntary ‘environmental
certification program. If true, the results/benefits of such a hazard/waming labeling progr'am’

would -be more certain, with more certain results.
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2.7 Boo ks

" - undoubtedly effective as educational materials.

The increase in public interest in environmental issues has been reflected by an increase
in the number of books published on varicus environmental topics.  Among the most popular
of these has been books on how to be an environmentally conscious consumer. Three of these,
The Green Consumer (and a successor, The Green Consumer Supermarket Guide), Non-Toxic,
Natural and Earthwise, and Shopping for a Better World offer guidance on and ratings of the
environmental impacts of specific consumer goods. The former two offer considerable
background information on manufacturing techniques and packaging, essays on the
environmental impacts of consumption, and general advice. The latter, discussed above in
Section 2.4, ‘[Srqsents a report card grading products and their producers on eleven different

" environmental and social standards.

1

Although these books do rate products, they are considerably different from’
environmental certification programs. Producers do not apply to the books for consideration,
nor of course is there any government réquirement. An obvious difference is that the books’

ratings +Jo nof appear on products or in advertisements. Only Shopping for a Better World is

designed to be taken to supermarkets to guide consumer purchase decisions at the point of
purchase. It is unknown how effective the books are at guiding point-of-purchase decisions of
consumers. The authors often cite sales of the books as proof of their effectiveness; they are
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3.1 Effectiveness as Defined by Market Activi‘tyz

3. SELECTED ISSUES AFFECTING ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION
PROGRAMS (ECPs) .~ ' . = ’

In this age of global marketing, the operation of environmental certification programs in
domestic and international markets may have far-reaching effects. Two key issues stand out as
being important. First, there is an underlying assumption that a voluntary and positive:
environmental certification program will be effective in changing the behavior of producers
and/or consumers, leading to specified environmental benefits. There is, therefore, an interest
in determining the effectiveness of such marketplace initiatives. Second, with the proliferation
of ECPs in many countries worldwide, there is the concern that they may act as intentional or
- ncidental barriers to international trade. Interest in the "harmonization” of program -standards
and procedures is rising as more programs become active and the activity of existing programs
increases. : : '

An important distinction -should be made between the popularity of ECPs and their -

effectiveness. ECPs are undoubtedly growing in popularity, as is evidenced by the increasing

“number of countries developing programs and the number of manufacturers proposing product

categories and applying for labels. One question that arises, however, is, "are such programs .
effective?”. This question is difficult to answer at present because many ECPs are just getting
under way, and there is a lack of research and-information on this subject. Nevertheless,

discussed below are some of the possible ways to measure ECP effectiveness.

One way to measure the effectiveness of an ECP is the extent to which it achieves 'its
stated -objectives. All ECPs have approximately the same principal goals: 1) to circumvent
misleading‘andfavlse, environmental advertising by providing an expert, .objective assessment of
the relative environmental benefits of a product; 72) to raise the awareness of consumers and to
encourage them to take environmental considei‘ations into account when making purchasing

decisions; 3) to provide a market-based incentive to manufacturers to develop new products and

processes that are less harmful to the ‘environment; and 4) to cause market changes that
ultimately result in decreased.environmental impacts from consumer products. ‘

Attainment of this last goal is in some sense the ultimate measure of a label's.
effectiveness. For example,-a United Kingdom House of Commons report_on labeling noted that
"sales in Germany of paint labeled [by Blue Angel] as containing below 10 per cent solvents
have grown to the extent that they now account for about 25 per cent of the non-trade sector of

the market." (House of Commons, 1991) Also; the German government reported that the Blue
Angel award criteria for paints, lacquers, and varnishes have reduced air emissions of organic

,solvents‘ by 40,000 tons. (Federal Minister..., 1990) In theory, therefore, the best way to

measure effectiveness is to. assess the environmental benefit gained from program
implementation. In practice, however, it is extremely difficult to link environmental benefits
to specific actions or programs, and aside from a few anecdotal examples there is very little

information in this area. Programs have therefore measured indicators of effectiveness that are
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mere casily quantrﬁcd such as chanoes in produu tormuhtron the market \hare of ccmhed ”
‘ pmuu\.ts or Lonsumer au arcness of thc program ’

3.1.1 E ffectnenecs As Def‘med By \Iarket Actmt} | ‘

The efﬂ,cmeness of envrronmenta] cemﬂcanon programs may bc measured by assessmg
tions in 1) consumer awareness 2) consumer acceptance 3) consumer behavior
clmnge 4) ma: ufacturer behavior change and 5) environmental benefit. The first four elements
in the list above represent the steps that eventually lead to the fifth element and ultimate goal
of an envrromnental certification program, namely environmental quahty improvements. In
other words, an increased level of consumer awareness of a program may lead to increased
consumer acceéptance, which in turn leads to changes in consumer and manufacturer behavior.

A shift in manuﬁcturer behavior means that manufacturers offer and promote envu‘onmentally "

‘ pn.ﬂ.rable Ooods that carry ECP Jogos, while a change in consumer’ behavior means that

consumers buy these goods instead of uncertified ones. Once consumer behavior changes,

- presumably the environment will profit from the decrease in the production, purchase, use,

reuse, and disposal of goods that are more envrronmentally harmful than therr certified
altenatives. .

:
1

If m'inufacturers «.hange therr processes to achxeve ECP certification, then the issues of :
whether consumers actually prefer certified products, or whether environmental change actually
occurs become secondary concerns. In this view, an ECP is a tool that operates on the
manufacturers’ desire to maintain or increase their market share, and is assumed to benefit the
environment if it can establish itself in the market. Even absent consumer demand, companies
may seek certification for their products to foster good public, stockholder, and/or employee
relations. Measuring this kind of effectiveness could involve determining how many products
are evaluated for certrficatlon as well as the manufacturers motrvatron to seek cemﬁcatron

Unfonunately, there is very httle in- depth mformatron on the mtemctlons among ECPs
the marketplace and environmental quality. Although there have been several consumer surveys
that issues. such as logo recogmtxon there are no known studies on ECPs that address
changes in the market or benefits to the environment due to ECP certification.!! Studies done
on consumer perception of environmental marketing claims (not certification programs) suggest

* that there is a demand for and an awareness of env1ronmenta1 product information. According
to an Angus Reld Group survey, a natronal—level system of standards (for envrronmental clarms) ‘

U

i For mstance, a survey m 1992 on auareness ‘and recognmon of the Canadxan Em Lronmental Choice logo

) performed by the Environmental Monitor 'suggested that approximately 42 percent of Canadians have an awareness’ of
the Environmen

[ Choice logo. ({ntematroual Enviroamental Monitor Limited, 1992) Paul Turcotte of Environmental
at the Program couldn afford to do a ‘market cha.nges srudy or environmental benefit study. (Turcotte.

Choice relate

.1992) Japan's Eco\(ark program also performed an EcoMark awareness survey on Japanese citizens.

On the issue of consumer acceptance, Environmental Research Associates states that their survey revealed that

when consum were presented with the questron of "Who can you trust [to give you accurate and -unbiased

edvironmental information],” environmental groups led all choices with a 37 percent acceprance rating. The government,
on the other ha.ud fared badly, w1th ouly a 7 percent acceptance (Envuonmental Resea.rch Assocrates, 1990)
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would instill the most confidence in consumers, and an ECP would increase the credibility of
‘environmental marketing. (EPA. 1993) These studies also find, however, that this interest in - :
environmental information does not necessarily reflect the actual purchasing choices that.

consumers make. Because manufacturers use a'wide spectrum of marketplace information, they
may not wait for measured change in consumer demand resulting from certification actions.

Published award criteria from an ECP alone may prompt manufacturers to change their products. °

‘Examining this issue from a manufacturer’s point of view, an ECP’s effectiveness can
be measured as a function of its benefits to manufacturers and its related ability to change their
behavior to accommodate the program'. If a manufacturer works to qualify for an award, if only
to avoid losing market share to its certified competitors, then the program has been successful -
" in changing the attitudes and actions of the manufacturer. An example of this scenario occurred -

when Blue Angel released award criteria for recycled paper. 'The German paper industry =
“collectively boycotted the program, evidently feeling that the cost of modifying their paper-
making processes outweighed the increased market share that they might gain from Blue Angel
certification. However, after Scott Paper Co., an. American paper company, applied for and
received the Blue Angel for its imported paper, the number of German paper companies applying
for certification rose dramatically. " _— '

Some manufacturers also see that there is a market niche that they can'fill with their
"green" products. . They may see ECP certification as a valuable aid in capitalizing on that
market, and use it as a way to boost sales, rather than simply keeping up with competition. A
-1990 stidy found that slightly more than half of the respondents considered the environmental
attribtes of a product and/or company. (and could name the product and its environmental
attributes) when selecting a product in the past six. months. (Abt, 1990)

Although some of these indicators of effectiveness are hard to measure directly, some
conclusions can be drawn using available data. For instance, a shift in market share or a change -
" in consumer and manufacturer behavior could be an indicator of the success of an ECP. On the
- other hand, many other factors (product promotion, media exposure, etc.) could also affect the .
-market share, and it is difficult to isolate the effects of a program from other market forces.
‘Other valuable information may- include market surveys and feedback from the .programs
. themselves as they try to accommodate to the market, manufacturers, and the public.

3.1.2 ) Extrapolatihg Effectiveness From Other ‘Labeling,Studi‘S _ -

Anocther way of looking at the potential effectiveness of an ECP is to extrapolate from
offectiveness studies done on other types of product labels. A number of these are covered in
the 1989 EPA report, including food and nutrition labels, household appliance energy efficiency
labels, cigarette labels, automotive fuel economy labels, and drug and chemical labels. The
report summarizes studies of the effectiveness of these types of labels by looking-at their effects -
on consumer awareness, acceptance, and behavior change.- It also takes into account the indirect
effects of consumer behavior on manufacturer behavior. - -
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_different from_those of environmental certification programs, making such comparisons

However, many of these other ‘types of labels have characteristics that are inherently

problematic. In particular, mandatory hazard/warning labels may have very different effects on

'the consumer than a voluntary, positive environmental certification program. For instance, a

..1986 study performed on the effectiveness-of nutritional information found that posting
" information for positive, beneficial ingredients "had no significant impact on food purchases,”

' but that posting information on negative, detrimental ingredients "had significant impact.” (EPA,

~1989) In another example, mandatory cigarette warning labels cannot be easily compared to
" ECPs because they do not present a choice to consumers: since all cigarette brands must carry
 the labels, no single brand stands out because of the label.

Lo .

The original FDA nutrition information labels, which have since been revised

- significantly, were more similar to environmental certification programs than are warning labels.,
" For instance, they were not mandatory; they were required only for foods whose advertising or
packaging make nutritional claims, or if the ‘product was fortified with nutrients. In addition,
* they shared the non-negative (i:e., not a disincentive) approach of ECPs. Consumer research

‘has indicated that while there was widespread support for the old FDA labels, very few people
" actually used them in their purchasing decisions. Research has been conducted to find out why
" this is the case, and theories include: consumers found the labels too time-consuming to use;
- consumers do not have the necessary skills or information to effectively use the labels; and

consumers do not feel a need for nutrition labeling. (BPA, 1989) On a related issue, focus
" group studies performed by the FDA suggest that consumers are more likely to respond
' positively to simple labels. (Lewis and Yetley, 1992) |

It should be noted that even the old nutrition labehng program differed quite substantially

- from most environmental certification programs. Whereas all ECPs are completely voluntary,

the FDA labels were still mandatory under certain conditions, as noted above.'? In addition,

" {he FDA nutrition lahel is an information disclosure label, providing neutral information to the

consumer, while an ECP performs an advocacy role by recommending certain products over
others. ! o T

| 313 Summary of Effectlvenas Dlscussmn |

The effectiveness of an environmental certification program can be examined in terms
of its impacts on consumer awareness, CONsumer acceptance, consumer behavior, manufacturer
behavior, and environmental benefit. Each of these elements reinforces the others and provides
important insight into the driving forces behind the success or failure of an ECP. Conclusions
regarding the effectiveness of ECPs are tenuous, however, due to the lack of effectiveness
studies for most programs and to the problems associated with isolating their market and

- ! K t S Lo e ik f . . S
2 The newly revised FDA labéis are mandatory for most foods.
i3 It should be noted that the SCS Eavironmental Répc;rt Card in concept does not advocate any product, but rather
acts as an information disclosure program. ‘ o
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environmental effects. Some limited information may also be extrapolated from cffegtiveneés
-studies performed on other types of labeling programs, although most of these -labels are
sufficiently dissimilar from ECPs to make comparisons difficult. - .

3.2 Harmonization Issues -

ECPs are currently operating in 24 countries, with more expected to be operational in
the near future. Included in countries with active or planned programs are some of the major
trading nations of the world. These programs differ in some fundamental ways, such as methods -
of operation, selection of products, how much public review is involved, and stringency of the

~award criteria.  Consequently, there is some concern. that the proliferation of ECPs, both
domestic and foreign, could cause consumer confusion and, although voluntary, may act as
barriers to trade. For example, manufacturers with a product already certified by one ECP may-
have to reformulate their product to meet the award criteria of another (country’s) program. The

_ harmonization of programs is therefore considered essential to the long-term- success of ECP
initiatives worldwide. Harmonization issues include information exchange (such as data sources
and original research) and 'standardization of program elements (such as the use of terms,
definitions and symbols, award criteria, and testing and verification methodologies). ’

‘With negotiations for the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT) and the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) high on the agenda of trading nations, harmonization
‘issues are becoming increasingly important ds any potential barriers to trade are being
scrutinized. Harmom'zation of programs can encourage trade among countries, or at least
eliminate the programs as barriers to trade. Some have suggested that voluntary ECPs may be -
a preferred means of achieving environmental improvements compared with other, less trade-
friendly approaches. ECPs can give consumers the information they need to be more actively
involved with international environmental issues, without governments taking unilateral action
against trading partners. | o - R
4 One example of how an ECP could bypass trade barriers is the Mexico-U.S. dispute
about tuna fishing. The U.S. ‘Marine Mammal Protection Act bans imports of tuna when
incidental dolphin kills exceed certain limits. Since Mexican fishing fleets employ purse-seine
fishing practices, a practice dangerous to dolphins, the U.S. government is currently enforcing
an embargo against importing Mexican tuna.  In September 1991, a panel of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) agreed with Mexico that the U.S. tuna import embargo
violates the GATT agreement and recommended that the GATT Council rule against the U.S.
The Council has yet to hear the case. A GATT decision against the U.S. could resuit in -
Congress being forced to repeal the law. (U.S. OTA, 1992) ’ o

Some have suggested that voluntary ECPs are an effective means of pressuring foreign

~ companies and countries to change environmentally damaging practices (so they may continue
to compete effectively). At the same time, an ECP may avoid the danger of attempting to .
*‘regulate business practices in other countries. - According to Professor Jagdish Bhagwathi of

Columbia University, the Economic Policy Advisor to the Director General of GATT, the

33"




: \mr.nc \f;tmmnl Protectton -\u was pcrcu\cd as a umlatcral action not supportcd by GATT.
GATT fears that such actions could lead to the protectromsm that was rampant in the 1930s.
“\‘. e therefore necd something like a proper labdmo because it would be hard for me to boycott

Mexican dolphm -unsafe tuna if I didn‘t know it was [unsafe]. To make voluntary boycotts
effective "you need labeling, and labeling can be required” without running the risk of

“protectionism.  (Bhagwathi, 1992) One private ECP, the Flipper Seal-of-Approval program,
-already aw ards a <cal to products made wrth tuna caught wrthout harmmg dolphms

Some groups such as the Intcmattonal Chamber of Commerce have emphas1zed the

‘importance of having only one ECP, or one set of harmonized programs, in each market. acc, .
- 1991) The United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) Industry and Environment Office has

held seminars to bring together representatives of ECPs, in order to encourage the promotlon

"'of "Cleaner Production” technology, éspecially in Eastern and Southern Europe and developing
- countries. (UNEP, 1991) In addition, the International Standards Organization (ISO) has set up
~an Fn\“lronmental Labeling Subgroup under its Strategic Advisory Group on the Environment
‘;;“‘(SAGE) to consider approaches to international standardization of national ECPs and to make
rccommendatmns on how to organize such work. The Subgroup met in Geneva in October 1992

"to discuss standards for ECP terms and definitions, symbols, and testing and verification
_methodologies, as well as for environmental advertising. SO, 1992) In May 1993, SAGE met
""in Toronto to finalize recommendations to ISO on the formation of a new Technical Committee

on Envrronmental Management (SO, 1993) U.S. EPA, the U.S. Trade -Representative's

'Office, members of the U.S. delegation to ISO-SAGE, the International Chamber of Commerce,
“and the individual programs are all participating in formal and informal discussions surrounding

harmomzatton issues. (EPA 1692)

The European Commumty has addressed these concertis by introducing a smgle EC

“environmental cemﬁcatron ‘program that is operated by the twelve member states while giving
‘““‘the European Comn11551on final say on dtsputes or inconsistencies. The EC "environmental
- labeling programme" was established to ensure the integrity of -a single European market and
" to achieve unlformly htgh levels of env1ronmental standards across the EC.

To be effectrve harmomzatron would cover most but not a]l elements of a program, such

" as product category definition, background research, product evaluation methodologies, award
_ criteria, funding and fees, and program 0versxght There 1s however little or no need to
~develop sumlar administrative structures across programs ‘ ‘

In addttton to unprovmg the transferablhty of awards and ehmmatmg potenttal trade ;
barriers, harmonization could reduce the operating costs of programs. By exchanging expertise
and research among programs, duplicative efforts can be avoided. Harmonization of product

~category development and product evaluations would establish consistent methodologies, test
- methods, award criteria, and quahty assurance procedures With award criteria development

costing up to $100,000 or more for one product ‘category, and outside funding of programs
expected to decline in the long texm, strong ﬁnancral mcenttves exist for greater harmomzanon
(Holmes, 1991) '




According to one expert, however, there may be a number of impediments to

‘harmonizing ECPs. For example, harmonization would require programs o, relinquish a certain

amount of autonomy and authority to the collective process, a political decision that may not be

realistic. (Salzman, 1991)  Harmonization could be viewed not as a negotiation of common

program elements, but rather as a dynamic process leading to a consensus approach to labeling.
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APPENDIX

ENY 10N’\ﬂ~3NTAL LABELIN G PROGRAM SU‘VIMARIES
N N S
The prograrﬁ summarles that follow m thlS appendxx were comp1led from documents
| provxded by each of the programs, commumcatlon with program staff, and other publicly
available materials. Each program was offered the opportunity to review and comment on a
draft summary. Every attempt was made to venfy the information provided, but mdependent
\enﬁcmon of such information is often dlfficult

Most program summanes present mforrnauon using the following format:

Introduction ‘
Administrative Structure
Award Process

Public Review

References
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.- Overview of Environmental Labeling Programs (as of Mid-1993)

Date # of Product | # of Products Page
Program Name - Country Founded .| Categories' -Awarded' - | Number
"’éeal of Approval , ’ . - . ‘
Blue Angel Germany 1978 &4 3600 -4
Environmental Choice Program Canada 1988 26 700 - 50
EcoMark Japan 1989 49 2300 56
" \White Swan i Nordic Councid 1989 1 n.a. 64
(Sweden, Norway, ‘ '
Iceland, Finland) .
Green Seal ) U.S: 1989 '35 5 72
"Good Environmental Choice Sweden" 1990 12 . n.a. . 78
T Eavironmental Choice New' Zealand New Zealand 1990 3 n.a. 32
| Ecomark ' India ' 1991 16 n.a.. 86
Ecomark Korea 1992 12 96 90
Green Label Singapore Singapore - 1992 5 . n.as . 94
Environmental Labeling Programme European Comm. 1992 0. 0 98
Stichting Milieukeur ) Netherlands- 1992 0 0 104
NF-Environoement France 1992 n.a. n.a. 108
Flipper Seal of Approval International 1992 1 ' n.a. 114
SCS Forest Conservation Program ~U.S. A 1993 — G.8. 118
Wal-Mart - . U.S. 1989-92° n.a. n.a. 122
Whole Earth Access u.s. 1978 n.a.’ n.a. 126
Single Attribute Certification ‘ o .
SCS Environmental Claims Certification U.S. 1939 — 500 128 -
Environmental Choice Australia Australia 1991 — 0.8, _ 132
EPA Energy Star Computers Program S g.s. o - 1992 — ‘n.a. 136
Report Card - - . '
Shopping for a Better World U.S. 1988 sS4 1600 140
SCS Environmental Report Card U.S. 1991 — 9 - 144
Negative Labeling : . -
Pesticide Labeling . U.S, (EPA) 1975 1 n.a. 152
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Labeling U.S. (EPA) 1976 4 - n.a. 160
Proposition 65 , ) U.S. (California) 1986 — — - 164
Household Hazardous Product Shelf Labeling U.S. (Vermont) 1991 4 n.a 168
Ozone Depleting Substance (ODS) Label U.S. (EPA) 1993 535% n.a. 172
Information Disclosure : S .
Energy Guide K U.S. (DOE, FTO) 1975 7 n.a. 176
Fuel Economy Information Program 3 'U.S. (EPA, DOE) 1975 1 n.a. 180
Books 7 - . o -
Nontoxic, Natural & Earthwise U.S. - 1990 .14 — 184
Green Consumer Supermarket Guide U.S. 1991 19 . 500 188
Other Programs o ' ' 192

n,a. == not available, — = not applicable

1. Because these programs are ongoing, these numbers represent the most recent info
awards. Each program is likely to have more categories and awar
9. Indludes about 450 industries using ODS as solvents and about

rmation on the number of categories and
ds than what is listed. ‘
85 product categories "potentially releasing” ODS. -
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GERMANY'S BLUE ANGEL

Introdulction

Germany (formerly the Federal Repubhc of Germany) introduced the Blue Angel labelmz :
program in 1977, making it the first country to implement a national ecolabeling program.. The
program was launched by the Federal Minister and the Ministers for Environmental Protection
of the Federal States with the stated goals of 1) guiding the consumer in purchasing quahty
products with smaller adverse environmental impacts, 2) encouraging manufacturers to "develop
and supply environmentally sound ‘products,” and 3) using.the ecolabel as a "market-oriented
instrument of environmental policy." (Umweltbundesamt 1990) Most other ecolabéling
. programs in existence today are based to some extent on the Blue Angel program.

The German government sees the ecolabcl asa "soft instrument" of c,nvxronmental policy,
since the program cannot establish binding requirements or bans and because participation in the
‘program is completely voluntary. The Federal Minister for the Environment attributes the
success of Blue Angel to "the growth of environmental awareness on the part of consumers and
producers (Umweltbundesamt, 1990) In a 1988 survey of 7500 German households, 79
percent were at least familiar with the ecolabel, and 68 percent correctly linked the ecolabel with
the concept of environmental protection. Similar opinion polls have been performed o a regular .
basis, showing that the Blue Angel is perceived as "a reliable ecolabel.” (Breier, 1993) The
program grew slowly at first, issuing only 500 ecolabels in 33 product categories as of 1984.
By mid-1993, however, the ecolabel appeared on 3503 different products in 75 categories. Most
of the awarded products are from German manufacturers, with about 12 percent of all ecolabels
" awarded to non-German companies. (Salzman, 1991) ‘

- Structure
Three institutions participate in the four-stage award p_rocedui'e.

L The Environmental Label Jury (ELJ) is a broadly based group made up of
representatives from citizen, environmental, industry, and union organizations.
Although the other institutions have considerable influence over the selection of
product categories and award criteria, the Jury makes the final decisions on these
issues. ‘The Jury also has the authority 'to require the Umweltbundesamt (see
’below) to subject a product group to thorough exammatlon and testmg

"e  The German Institute of Quality Assurance and Labelmg (RAL) is a non-
‘ government, non-profit organization whose membership consists of 140 private-
sector associations. RAL is responsible for organizing and chairing the expert
hearings at which the standards for proposed product categories are “discussed.

After a product category has been approvcd by the Jury, RAL receives

x P
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applications from manufacturers and checks whether their products meet all Blue
Angel requirements. RAL also completes civil law contracts with the individual
manufacturers whose products qualify for ecolabels.

o The Umweltbundesamt, or Federal Environmental Agency (FEA) is the
’ government agency in charge of environmental protection. Its role is to make the
‘hitial decision as to whether a new ecolabel proposal should be pursued, and
_then, if the ecolabel has been approved for further development by the Label
Jury, to carry out the necessary testing and to draft an award criteria proposal.

. The Umweltbundesamt delivers its opinion to RAL, which then organizes expert
discussion hearings. : o

~ The ecolabel is the prope‘rty“of the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature
Conservation, and Nuclear Safety. The Umweltbundesamt usually acts for the Ministry.

~ Award Process

" The Blue Angel award process consists of four stages (see diagram) in which all three
" institutions take part. New product categories may be proposed by any interested party. Once
proposed, the Umweltbundesamt, RAL, and the Jury work out the award criteria, define
appropriate tests, and set up expert hearings to discuss and develop the criteria proposal. The
Label Jury makes the final decision on proposed categories and criteria. Once the category has
" been approved, RAL is in charge of working out civil law contracts for ecolabels with individual

manufacturers. ‘

' Stage I: Choosing Product Categories

Product categories may be proposed to the Umweltbundesamt by any interested party.
In practice, however, most are proposed by manufacturers seeking Blue Angel ecolabels for their
~ products. The Umweltbundesamt reviews these proposals for suitability .and plausibility
" regarding the claimed environmental benefits. The Umweltbundesamt then passes these
proposals on to the Jury. The Label Jury decides which new. ecolabel proposals ought to be
pursued further, and orders the Umweltbundesamt to perform a close examination of the
environmental impacts of the products under consideration. The Jury orders between five and
fifteen of these tests every year. -

Stage II: Settipg Standards

As ordered by the Label Jury, the Umweltbundesamt performs tests on the new award
category proposals to determine the most important environmental impacts of the product
category. The Umweltbundesamt then drafts award criteria for the product category based on
the data from those tests. The award criteria are then presented to an expert hearing organized
by RAL.
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ES’dbllSthnt of these criteria is a very inv olved process.” The German government’
states that "the “basic criteria’ for the award of the ecolabel demand the consideration of all
aspects 'of a product.” As stated, these aspects include "the various ‘phases’ in the life of &
© product cycle (i.e., from manufacture to use and consumption to disposal)” and "the
environmental damage caused by the product on the various environmental sectors (e. g., waste

aspects, hazardous substances, emissions into a1r water, and sorl) " (Umweltbundesamt 1990) .

“While a product s entire life cycle is exammed initially in a life cycle matrix (srmllar to
the EC matrix), award criteria cannot be practically based on every attribute that a product
possesses. Instead, only the greatest points of divergence between: products within a product
* category are considered. The final result of the matrix approach is the distillation of all possible
~environmental unpacts to a few criteria, identified as the most important in distinguishing
between a superior product and an inferior one in environmental terms. - Safety and health | issues
are also considered in :draftmg cnterla but they are secondary to the environmental issues.

Stage II1: Jury Decxsron on Product’ Category Proposals

Once the Umweltbundesamt has completed the draft criteria, the proposal is dlscussed
at a closed door "expert hearing" orgamzed by RAL. = Experts are drawn from consumer,
environmental, manufacturing, and trade union organizations. The expert panel critiques the
ecolabel proposal and sends it to the Label Jury for review. ' - o

The Label. Jury may accept, reject, or amend the proposal.- The Jury aims for a
corisensus, but decisions are made by majority rule. Between 3 and 6 new product categories
are approved each year, and it takes. between 6 and 24 months to develop criteria for a new -
product category ‘

Stage IV: Awardmg Ecolabels to Manufacturers. '

Once the award criteria for a product category have been established, a manufacturer may
‘apply for an ecolabel. The manufacturer pays RAL a fee of 300 Deutschmarks (or about US
$190) as an application fee. If the product meets all of the ecolabel’s requirements, then RAL
‘and the manufacturer work out a civil contract defining the appropriate use of the logo. In
addition to the application fee, there is an annual contract fee based on product sales and a
mandatory contribution to the Blue Angel’s Advemsmg Fund

The Blue Angel logo may be used only on the approved product 1tself and in direct
-advertisement for that particular product. The logo may not'be used by a marnufacturer to imply
that other products have been rev1ewed by Blue Angel or have been awarded an ecolabel

~ An award is valid for a maximum of three years after which the manufacturer must
reapply for the ecolabel, whose requirements may have ‘changed in the interim. The validity -
penod may be shorter for products whose technology is advancmg rapldly In theory, once a
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Dla ram of Germany_s Blue Angel Labehnq Proqram

Stage | Establishing Product Categories

Anyone may suggest The FEA reviews The Jury decides on the
product categones proposals and passes labels and requests

to the Federal them on to the additional testing from
Environmenlal Agency Environmental Label Jury the FEA to set criteria

The RAL convenes an exper‘t

heanng wnth panehsts drawn” | The Jury may accept

from consumer, environmental, reject or amend the

. manufacturing and trade proposal, voting by
orgamzations The experts majority rule

The FEA performs
tests and drafts —
cnteria

recommend changes to the Jury

Stage Hl Award Process

L "Manufacturers apply for ——| APP’OVGSL"’ i‘f Manufacturer signs civil
* award to RAL, paying fees | , contract with RAL, paying
| for product testing. | Rejects | | licensing fee based on sales,
. as well as a contribution to
\1 the program’s advertising fund.

—
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product Latu’ory S award criteria have become the industry norm, they should be raised to push
the market toward- greater improvement. . '

Public Rev’iew Proceés

-~

7 While consumer, enwronmental manufacturing, and union orgamzatlons all take part in
designing new product categorles and award cmena there is no, official publlc review process.

- Enforcement of Program

, It is the respon51b111ty of both the Umweltbundesamt and RAL to act agamst those who’
misuse the ecolabel. RAL deals with parties who have sigried and broken a contract, while the

Umweltbundesamt deals with all other unauthorized uses. According to a report by the OECD,

-"most problems from contractmg parties occur when their advertisements mely that a whole line
of products rather than just one, qualifies for the label." (Salzman, 1991)
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CANADA'S ENVIRONMENTAL CHOICE® PROGRAM: THE ECOLOGO™ ©

Introduction -

"The Environmental Choice Program was created by Envxronment Canada to help‘ .

consumers identify products which ease the burden on. the environment." “(Consumer and
Corporate Affairs Canada, 1991) The Environmental Choice Program is a voluntary eco-
labelling program operating under the authority of the Canadian Envifonmental Protection Act
' (CEPA). It was founded in 1988 in response fo. growing consumer interest in eénvironmental
_issues following the publication of the UNCED report "Our ‘Common Future” and a multi-
stakeholder. report prepared by the Canadian Council of Resource and Environmental Ministers.
‘A government posmon paper written in response to the UNCED report urged industry,
government and consumers to "appreciate. the collective drain we are imposing on our finite and
fragile resource base” and challenged Canada to "bring environmental concerns into the
mainstream of our thinking and decision-making. “* (Environmental Data Services, 1989) These
reports and press reports of major environmental degradatlon world-wide provrded a responsrve '
"chmate for the announcement of the Program. :

"In the first four years of operation, Environmental Choice. has published 27 final
guidelines and has awarded the EcoLogo to over 750 products.” The program's goal is to release
approximately ten new and/or revised guidelines each fiscal year. It has received a generally
favourable response from consumers and industry, with a.June 1992 survey finding recognition
of the EcoLogo at 42 percent among COnsumers. (Environmental Monitor, 1992) A licensee
survey conducted in 1992 indicated that the majority (71 percent) of licensees either agreed or -

strongly agreed the Envuonmental Choice: Program hcensmg was a good business investment. |
(Polak 1993) o : :

Administrative Structure -

| The"Minister. of the Environment has responsibility for the operation and activities of the
Environmental Choic‘:e Program under CEPA paragraphs 5(1)(a) and (b) and 8(1)(b).

The Envu'onmental Chorce Advrsory Board is an independent voluntéer body which
oversees the development of Environmental Choice Program product category guidelines.
- Sixteen members including a chalrperson are appointed under CEPA Section 5(a)(a) by the
Minister. The group has expertise in a variety of fields such as science, environmental
advocacy, health, manufactunng, retailing, law, commumcanona and economics.

The primary role of the Board is to provrde the Mmrster with arms- length ObJCCtl.VC
advice and recommendations on the formulation of product- and service-specific environmental
guidelinés. The Board also recommends to the Minister proposed ﬁnal guldehnes for approval
by the Governor-in-Council:

“This section was submitted by Environmental Choice Program Canada and incorporated directly into the appendix
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As an initiative under the Government of Canada's Green Plan, the federal Department

of Environment provides both general support and’ direct management of the Environmental

Choice Program. Specifically, Environment Canada provides core funding for the Program;

» .+ scientific and technical advice; on-going liaison with provincial and other governments, and
L Environmental Choice Program staff who are responsible for the day-to-day management and
operations of the Program. e o

The Environmental Choice Program’s Technical Agency is retained under contract to
Environment Canada. Under the direction of Environmental Choice Program staff, it checks
products and relevant processes before and after licensing to determine whether they meet the
Program’s environmental criteria. It also administers the verification program including the
_provision of testing services when required. '

* Product category-specific review committees’ ate constituted under the Environmental |
Choice Program as advisory groups to assist in the development of technically and scientifically
defensible guidelines. ~Committee membership includes various independent experts and
staf}ceholders having an interest in or being affected by the development of product-specific

' guidelines. - I R S ‘

| Gﬁideline De‘velt gment Proc%é |

Five environmental principles have been adopted by the Environmental Choice Program
to help rank product categories for the development of environmental guidelines. They are also
used to determine technical criteria that a product must meet in order to be considered a good

environmental choice. These principles are to:

. ericourage the efficient managemient of renewable resources to ensure their
“availability to future generations;

. p;omété the efficient use of non-renewable resources, including fossil fuels;
facilitate the reduction, reuse and recycling of industrial, commercial and
comnsuirier waste; o ‘ I

v+ e ' encourage the protection of ecosystems and species diversity; and
e eng L‘lfra‘gg‘:;‘tf}ewﬁroﬁe‘r‘xhéﬁéig‘éﬁlévrftﬁ‘of chemicals in products.

Stage I Séiéc‘tihé Product Categ(‘)‘“riés o

Product category suggestions are proposed to the Program and may come from business.
industry, Advisory Board members, the general public, program staff, and other interested
parties. From the suggestions received, the Environmental Choice Program annually identifies -
approximately 15 percent categories for guideline development. Selection is based on the
products’ degree of environmental and market desirability.




Stage : Dei'eloping Gui'deline Criteria ‘ L
- SN

Once the product categones are 1dent1ﬁed the Environmental Choxce Progra.m engages
a consultant to develop a detailed assessment of the product catégory in the form of a technical
bneﬁng note. ‘The briefing note includes an environmental review spanmng the product’s life
cycle, a profiie of the industry, an asséssiment of potential economrc 1mpacts and of the
consumer market for the relevant product type. :

The Program staff then develop the draft guxdehne based on the information contained
in the technical briefing note, -with the assistance of product- specific technical review -
committees. Once a draft is complete and approved by ttie Board Technical Subcommittee, it
is released for a 60-day public review. . Although the Canadian government is responsible for
the Program, there is considerable public involvement through the public review of guidelines
and the Advisory Board membership. The public réview period is “the Program’s opportunity
to hear from manufacturers; consumers and any member of the general public with suggestions
as to how to improve the criteria.” (Environmental Choice, 1991) '

Comments from the public may be incorporated .into a final draft guideline which is
presented by the Board to the Minister for consideration and approval A final guideline is
subsequently announced in the Canada Gazette : l

Stage HI: Certrf) ing Products and Serv1c%

Once a guideline is established, manufacturers of products or purveyors of services
“covered by the guideline are free to apply for certification of their product(s) or service(s).
Certified products may bear the Program’s symbol of certification — the EcoLogo. .The -
following are the steps in the cemﬁcauon — the EcoLogo. The followmg are the steps in the '
certlﬁcatlon process: .

S a) . Application — Manufacturers of products apply to the Environmental ‘Choice Program
. for use of the EcoLogo and techmcal compliance verification testing of their products by
the Technical Agency

b) Venﬁcatlon — A Technical Agency mspector visits plant sites to assess products and
processes against Environmental Choice criteria, Based on- ﬁndmgs the Technical
Agency makes a recommendation to the Env1ronmentai Choice Program on whether to
cemfy the product(s). -

c) L1cense — The license agreement authorlzes the use of the Ecologo on and/or in
o association with products found to meet Environmental Choice criteria (i.e., "certified
products™). The licensee agrees to pay an annual license fee and to maintain compliance
with Environmental Choice Program licensing requirements. and guideling criteria.

52




- it

" For more informatibn‘abbut the Program, contact:

PR N P

d) Fees — Annual license fees charged by the Program are based on the gross annual sales

... .of certified products and currently range from $300 to $5000. Testing and verification
- fees are charged separately by the Technical Agency, On a COSL-TeCOVvery basis.

" The Environmental Choice Program also publishes a free newsletter called EcoLogo.
It had a $2.0 million advertising budget in 1992/93 during which time it ran 30-second television
commercials that were broadcast on national networks, as well as newspaper and magazine
advertisements. The Environmental Choice Program has sponsored a public television series on
env‘ji‘ronmehtally responsible cottage maintenance, with licensees purchasing 15-second
cominercial spots. It has produced a 12-page promotional insert with licensees, which appeared

in the May 11, 1992 issue of Maclean's magazine.

‘Environmental Choice Program  (613) 952-9440 (telephone)
" * 107 Sparks Street, Suite 200 (613) 952-9465 (facsimile)
' Ottawa, Ontario | N ‘

- K1A OH3
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Diagram of Canada’s Environmental Choice Program
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JAPAN'S ECOMARK

Introduction

The EcoMark program was started in February 1989 to "recommend environmentally
friendly products to consumers and contribute to environmental protection.” The program is
implemented by the Japan Environment Association (JEA), a non-governmental organization,
under the guidance of the Environment Agency."”” Within the JEA there ar¢ two committees .
responsible for running the EcoMark program: the EcoMark Promotion Cbmmittee'and the
Expert Committee. The Promotion committee. sets product criteria, allowing for input from
interest groups.” The Expert Committee is an expert panel that judges products and awards the
use of the logo. e S | ' '

EcoMark has several goals:

Heighten the environmental awareness of consumers, o

" Recommend products which contribute to environmental protection and conservation,
Symbolize an "ecological” lifestyle, and "~~~ ' - '
Promote "clean" innovation by industry. (Environmental Data.Services, 1989)

 EcoMark is the second oldest ecolabeling program after Blue Angel and by far the fastest’ -
acting program, having issued over 2,300 awards in 49 product categories as of the end of
August 1992, The development of award criteria is faster than Blue Angel (Germany) and
Environmental Choice (Canada) because products are judged using a rather different process.
While other programs try to assess environmental impacts of products throughout their life-cycle
and evaluate products within a product category, EcoMark often awards ecolabels to products .
that are inherently ‘environmental;’ not distinguishing so much the specific manufacturing
processes of individual products within a category. In this way the logo is used to call attention
to products that are part of "an ecological lifestyle,” more than to weigh the relative impacts of
general consumer products.” The program is guided by "basic principles” that define EcoMark
products as those that: o ’

incur a minimal environmental burden: when used,
improve the environment when used,"

incur a minimal environmental burden when discarded after use, and
contribute to environmental preservation in other ways. (Hashizume, 1992c)

5 The JEA is also described as "a public corporation under the guidance of the Environment Agency.”

'8 According to Mr. Hashizume of the Japan Environment Association, "improve the environment” means “the

_ reduction of the pollution; e.g., a kitchen sink strainer which has fine mesh, can catch fine materials in the waste water

from a kitchen and prevents water contamination of rivers and lakes. Most of household waste water [flows] directly
to rivers and lakes in Japan.” ’ ‘ ‘
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. . At present, program criteria are set to promote specific activities or product attributes,

based on these gencral guidelines. However, the JEA is studying approaches to using life cycle

~ analysis, which would bring its evaluation approach closer to that of Blue Angel and Canada’s
Environmental Choice Program. e S |

. Two studies have been conducted to evaluate the influence of EcoMark. One was a
- survey of local governments, distributors and companies with EcoMark-approved products,
conducted by the JEA in the Spring of 1991. More than half of the companies who had acquired
* the logo did so to improve their corporate image, citing also "requests from customers and
~ increased sales." Almost all local governments were aware of the program, but only-40 percent
 “of distributors. The other, a public opinion survey conducted by the Prime Minister’s Office
in July 1990, found that 22 percent of those polled were aware of the program. A report by
JEA concludes, "Because of a low recognition factor and the small number of approved
* products, few consumers look for the EcoMark [logo] when they shop.” (Hashizume, 1992c)
" BeoMark hopes to include some questions in another public opinion poll on environmental issues
to be conducted by the Prime Minister’s Office. (Hashizume, 1992b)

Adxﬁinistrdti“ve Struc

The EcoMark Secretariat is located within the Japan Environment Association, as are the
two committees responsible for administering the program: ‘

. "The Promotion Commitiee acts primarily in a supervisory capacity, approving the
guidelines for the programme’s operation, advising on day-to-day operations, and
selecting appropriate product categories and criteria. It is a nine-member committee, -

- with representatives from consumer, manufacturing, industry and distribution groups, the
" Environment Agency, the National Institute for Environmental Studies, and local

e~ "The Expert Committee judges whether applicant products qualify for the label. This
five-person committee is more technically-based, with consumer protection organization
- representatives, environmental science experts, as well as technical experts from the

" Environment Agency and the National Institute for Environmental Studies." (Salzman,
1991) - S '

" Members of the committees do not receive a salary: The government’s Environment
Agency acts only to “supervise" the JEA, to advise on both committees and give "guidance” for
the nomination of committee members. Although start-up costs were paid by the government,
the program is now self-financed from the fees assessed to licensees. It is the only government-
related environmental certification program to be self-financed.




Award Process
. » , ‘
EcoMark’s award process is much simpler than any other seal-of-approval program. The
“result is that it is faster and.less expensive to operate than more complex programs such as Blue -
Angel, but it has less public participation and the award criteria are less stringent. To qualify
- for an award a product must meet the followmg gurdehnes :

*- Preventative measures are taken agamst envrronmental pollution in the.
" - manufacturing stage; : :

. Processmg is not drfﬁcult at dlsposal

. Energy OT resources can be conserved with use of the product
. The product and manufacturer comply wrth laws, standards and regulatrons
R ‘perta.mmg to-quality and safety; and

. Pnce is not extraordmamly hrgher than comparable products (IEA 1991)

“These criteria set minimum standards for selected evaluanon criteria but should not be
mistaken for a form of life-cycle analysis. It is not clear how products that have: confhctmg
benefits and impacts as deﬁned in these gurdelmes are evaluated

~ Stagel

Product categones are selected by the Promotion Committee, but can also be proposed
- by-industry and consumers. The Committee, followmg the basic principles listed above, based
on information supplied by manufacturers, approves a product category for inclusion in the
EcoMark program. Then, with the assistance-of the Expert Commxttee they establish award
~ criteria for the product category.

Stage Il .

Once award criteria have been set, product applications are accepted. Manufacturers
must supply relevant information to the Expert Committee, but the Committee may request
further testing by a third party. Since products are judged on as few as a single criterion and
not on a life-cycle analysis, occasionally whole categories of products are approved. For
éxample, there is an award for composting containers, regardless of how they are made or what
_they are made of, because composting can mitigate solid waste disposal, an important concern
in Japan. EcoMark has béen considering approaches to LCA, and is currently consrdermg using
life cycle analysis as a "qualitative" rather than "quantitative” tool. The reasons given are: 1)
" there is no standardized method for, LCA; 2) they have had difficulty getting correct data from
manufacturers; and 3) results fluctuate widely accordmg to the method of analysis and type of
data. (Hashizume, 1992b)

58




1

et o e e

. Diagram of Japan's EcoMark Labeling Program
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If a product is given an award, a contract is signed with the JEA, and use of the logo is
certified for two years. Unique among enviro-certification programs, the fee charged for use
of the award (between 80,000 and 200,000 yen) is based on the retail price of the product, not
the number of units sold or the market share. There is no application fee and no advertising fee
so it is often the least expensive prograrn for manufacturers.

Pubhc Revrew Process ]

According to the Japan Environment Association, "There is no public participation on
the criteria setting process.” The EcoMark office asks for feedback on proposed criteria from
"several groups concerned with the product category.” (Hashizume, 1992a) JEA did not identify
the groups, but they are likely the same groups represented on the committees. EcoMark has. -
been criticized since .“...the programme provides for less public participation than in the

" Canadian- programme and the criteria are generally less complex than the- German
programme s." (Salzman 1991) »
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THE NORDIC COUNCIL'S WHITE SWAN




| THE NORDIC COUNCIL'S WHITE SWAN

ha{rnonxzed dic envi al ¢
" the emblem of the Nordic Council, and displays a white swan flying against a green background.

" consideration.

Introduction

In 1989, the Nbfdic ‘ Councd of | Ministers introduced a voluntary, positive, and

dic environmental certification program. The logo for the program is based on

The words “environmental label" appear above the logo in Swedish, Finnish, or Norwegian, and
a short description of the relevant environmental attribute appears below. The first set of
criteria, created for low mercury/cadmium button cell batteries, was approved in June 1991.

CAs of April i993, criteria for 14 product categories had been established, with another 23 under

Over 200 products currently carry the White Swan logo. (UNCTAD, 1993;

‘ Accordmg to the Nordxc Councd’sNovember 1§§Miwposition report, v"[t]he Nordic

" environmental label is a neutral, independent label which guarantees a certain environmental

" standard. Only products which satisfy strict environmental requirements on the basis of

objective assessments will be allowed to display the environmental label.” The stated objectives

- of the program are 1) to provide consumers with guidance in choosing products least hazardous

to the environment, 2) to encourage product development that takes into account environmental
as well as economic and quality considerations, and 3) to deliberately use market forces to

" complement environmental legislation.” (Nordic Council, 1993)

- -The Nordic program is noteworthy because of its novel administrative structure. While

final decisions are made by a Coordinating Group, selection of product categories and

establishment of award criteria take place at the national level. Currently, Norway, Sweden,

" Finland, and Iceland are participating in the program. Denmark is holding back, pending the
EC's decision on the development of an EC ecolabel.

Strﬁcture o

The Nordic Coordinating Gfoup for Environmental Labelling acts under the authority of
the Nordic Committee of Senior Officials for Consumer Affairs and oversees the White Swan

- program. The Coordinating Group makes the final decisions- on the selection of product

 categories and award criteria. Each participating country has two representatives in the Group,

and the chair rotates among the countries.

Product categories and award criteria are established at the national level (see descriptions
“of individual Nordic country programs below), although product categories are occasionally
developed in joint efforts between two or more countries. '

“ The program’s ‘ag‘e‘n‘cy in Norway is administered as a foundation, while the Finnish and
Swedish agencies are mcorpbfhied into the their national standardization organizations. Because




‘Stage I3 Choos'mg AP‘roduct Categories

of Iceland’s recent entry into the White Swan program, there is currently very little, information
on its program. The four programs are ‘highly harmonized to ensure smooth operation. Fees
structures, and processes are qu1te similar among the programs

" Award Process

~ The Nordic ecolabel award process can be brokenr down into roughly four steps. Usually
only one of the participating countries works on the development of a White Swan product
category, although occasionally two or more countries will work on one together. Throughout

the process, the individual agencies cooperate closely with the Nordic Coordinating Group.

[

Proposals for new product categones are handled by the program agency.in each country
"Letters of interest" from manufacturers and importers are included as input by the program in

* .the decision making process. Once a proposal has been made, the country from which the

proposal originated consults with the other Nordic countries to avoid duplication of effort. The
selection of a new category must then be sanctioned by the Nordic Coordinating Group, which
also decides which country will be responsible for prepanng a proposal. According to the

- Nordic. Councﬂ priority is given to proposed product categones which will affect 51gn1ﬁcant'

environmental problems

, Stage I: Settmg standards

The country assrgned the pro_]ect then performs a background study and drafts a set of
award requirements. The requirements are defined by assessing the cradle-to-grave life cycle

_ of items in the product category, including "factors such as consumption of natural resources and .

energy, emissions into air, water, and soil, and generation of waste.” (Nordic Council, 1991)

» - The Nordic Council sets up working groups composed of "qualified experts,” who "target and

determine the most important environmental impacts" of the product group in question.
(Norwegian Foundation for Environmental Product Labelling, 1992) In order to stimulate
progress in the development of environmentaily sound products, the Nordic Council states that

~ the "criteria will be set as high as possible...and at least higher than the most stringent national

requirements.” These criteria include requirements for testing procedures and data reporting.

‘Criteria are developed with internationally standardized test methods in mind, in order to

maximize test'compatibility between ‘White Swan and other programs.

After product requirements have been drafted the country sends the proposal to the other

~ participating countries for comment. The original country then revises the proposal on the basis .

of those comments and sends it to the Coordmatmg Group. _

' Stage II: Coordmatmg Group Decxsmn

The Coordmatmg Group may accept, reject, or. modxfy the proposal. All Group decisions
must be unanimous. If a decision cannot be reached, the issue may be referred to the Council
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Diagram of the Nordic Council’s White Swan Labeling Program
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of Ministers at the request of a country.

- Once apprbvgd\by the Coordinating’ Group, a product category and its criteria are valid

~in all of the Nordic Council countries.

" Stage IV: Awarding eco'labélS‘

A manufacturer from within a Nordic Council country seeking a product certification may

" send an application to the program agency in his/her own country. A foreign manufacturer

seeking an award applies to the country that developed the product category. The individual
countries manage the application and approval processes for specific products. ‘Once an award.
has been made to a product by one. country, it may display the White Swan logo in any of the .
other participating countries. R v S

Criteria for a product category remain valid for three years. After this period, the
criteria may be "changed, resc'mded, or renewed for one year at a time." (Nordic Council, 1991)

Proc%s' in Norway

In Nomfay, the White Swan prdgram is administered by an independent foundation set

- ﬁp by the Ministry of Family and Consumer Affairs in 1989. The foundation consists of a
-Board, a Council, and a Secretdriat. . o : . ' - -

. The Board is responsible for actual operation of the program and makes final decisions
* (at the national level) on product categories and criteria. The Board's eight members are
drawn from government (4 members), an environmental group (1), a trade union (1), and

from the federation of commercial associations (1). Once the Board has decided to B

pursue a product category, it appoints a broadly based expert group to define the award
criteria. ‘ ) o o

.  The Council-is fesponsible for overall management of the [Sfogram, including budgets,

setting up activity guidelines, and handling ‘complaints. The Council consists of 19
members, drawn from government (8 members), trade and industry groups (5), and 6
more from environmental organizations, ‘trade unions, youth organizations, and the
housewives’ association. . o . '

e The Secretariat is resporisible for day-to-day administrative activities.

-~ In Norway, manufacturers and importers may proposé new categories, along with
supporting data. If the Board feels that a new category is worth pursuing, it will appoint an

~ expert group to establish criteria for the category. It should be noted that the foundation

receives no technical support from the government, aside from the expertise of sitting Board and
Council members. All draft criteria are sent out for review on a broad basis in Norway,
Finland, and Sweden. After the criteria has been commented on by reviewers and the other
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“, naticnal programs, the proposal is submltted to the Board for approval If approved by the

Board, the p‘roposal is sent to the \‘ordlc COle.Ll Coordmatmg Group for final appro»al

The Board (through the Secretanat) also evaluates mdxvrdual apphcauons for certification. -
Testmg fees are pard by the apphcant There is a certification fee of NOK 10,000 (about US
$1550) and an annual sales fee equrvalent to 0.4 percent of annual turnover, with a mtmmum

‘of NOK 1000 and a maximum of NIK 250, OOO

Process m Sweden

The Whne Swan program is admrmstered m Sweden by the Swedtsh Standards Institution
(SIS), a government agency. The SIS was chosen to run the program because of 1) its

‘reputatlon for objectivity, 2) its experlence in establishing criteria, 3) economic efﬁc1ency, and
4) the fact that the SIS had already started to work with other programs, thus easmg future

, program consists of an Env‘i‘ronn’tental Labeling Board, a Reference Group, and |

*  The Env1ronmenta1 Labehng Board is responsrble for initial selectton of product |

cate gories, final approval of . categones and criteria (before Coordinating Group), and
‘ hfment of regulattons and fees. The broadly -based Board has ten voting members,
- drawn from mdustry, retarlers, trade groups, consumers groups, and envrronmental

. The I Weference Group advrses the Board and meets tw1ce a year. The members of the

Labelmg Board are also members of the Reference Group, which includes representatives
from a large number of consumer, health envrronmental mdustry groups.

ees mdrvrdual ‘hcense apphcatlons

In Sweden any group or in v1dual ‘may p‘ropose product category The Board dec1des thch
‘categories are worth pursuing, ‘and assembles an expert group to precisely define the product
. .category, establish award criteria, and the appropnate comphance tests. Like many other
.+ environmental certrficatron _programs, the group examines a cradle-to-grave inventory of the

tal nnpacts ofa product but selects only the most serious impacts when considering
tnmented on by the other national programs,

test data that proves comphance to the cntena "and must also show that the production process

complies with government standards An application fee of SEK 11,000 (around US $1850) is
paid when the application is entered. The applicant must also pay for testing, certification, and
a licensing fee dependent on product sales. The program plans to be self-financing within five
years of the start date. Sweden funds 1ts program through a loan
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. Process in Finland: -

‘ ~ The Programwié administered in Finland by an independent organj'zationvs managed by the
Einnish Standards Association, or SFS. It'began operation in 1990. ‘ :

The Finnish White Swan Agency consists of an Environmental Labeling Board, -a
. Reference Group, and gi Secretariat. ) oo S
o The Environmental Labelling Board- is responsible for initial selection of product
. - categories, final approval of categories and criteria (before submission to Nordic Council
Coordinating Group), and establishment of regulations and fees. The Finnish Board is
similar to those of the other‘membert programs, and has eight voting members, drawn
from consumer, trade, industry, and environmental groups.. Decisions are by majority -
. rule. B : C - '

o The Consultative‘Reférence Group is a 19-member group that advises the Board. The

Consultative Group includes representatives from Government {4 people), trade and -

“industry (6), consumer and environmental organizations (7), and research institutes (2).

~ e The Secretariat is staffed by"a department of SES, and processes individual license
applications. ' - ' o ' : ‘

* The Finnish award process and fees are very“Similar to those of the other two programs.,
celand

As Iceland has only recently started their program, there are very few details available -
about it. - o . - L o
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GREEN SEAL

Introduction

Green Seal is an mdependent non-profit organization "devoted to environmental standard
setting, product labeling and public education” in the United States. It was established in 1989

and is currently chaired by Denis Hayes, director of Earth Day According to the Green Seal :

organization, the program "helps identify environmentally preferable products in order to
encourage and enable consumers to purchase such products and reduce their impacts on the
Earth." The program in turn-gives manufacturers an mcenmve to rmprove the envrronmentaj
‘ attrlbutes of their products. : » : '

1.
t

To date, six standards have been finalized, with a number mof€ in various stages of
development.'” In February 1993, Green Seal announced the release of the first five Green
Seal Certifications, which will appear on.bathroom and facial tissue products distributed by
 Ashdun Industnes In May 1993, a' Canadian-made water-efﬁment toilet was certrﬁed

Since the Green Seal logo has only recently appeared on products, the effectiveness of
the program cannot yet be assessed. In preliminary market research commissioned by Green
Seal, four out of five consumers said they would choose a product with the Green Seal logo over -
a product without it, quality and price being equal. : '

Administrative Strucfure

, Green Seal employs 14 full time staff members in Washmgton D.C., in four
departments: standards setting, product certification, corporate development, and marketmg and -
administration. A board of directors, composed of business people, public figures and leaders
of environmental, consumer and pubhc interest groups, deade overall drrectron for the
© organization. A

‘ ' Green Seal has a standing contract with Underwriter Laboratories (UL) to be its primary

testing and factory inspection facility. UL, founded in 1898, has an excellent reputation in the
area of setting standards for product safety. UL has 3, 800 employees who conducted more than
74,000 product evaluations in 1990. They have more than 500 field representatlves mspectmg
factories i in 74 countnes (Green Seal, 199 1)

An Environmental Standards Council, composed of mdependent scientists, academicians,
and other experts, acts as an appeals board for manufacturers and others who disagree with
Green Seal’s technical judgements. In some cases, advisory panels composed of representatives

Y Standards are formula:ed to cover multiple, related product categones, such as faucet aerators aud showerheads
- The six standards ﬁnahzed cover a tocal of 35 product categones '
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" makes the final selection of new product categories for the program.

from businesses, government, academia, and the public interest community may be formed to
assist in the development of specific standards. ‘
L A T
T I ‘ oL

Award Process

Stage I: Selecting Product Categories

GreenSeal éepté proposals forproductcategonesfrom dstry and the public, but

Stqge I: Setting Sfﬁndards

". At the initiation of the program in 1990, Green Seal announced that it would conduct Life
Cycle Assessments (LCA) for the product categories it planned to test. However, this approach
is very expensive (estimates range up to hundreds of thousands of dollars for each product
category), and lacks a consensus opinion for correct procedures. (Holmes, 1991) Green Seal
has instead decided to use an "Environmental Impact Evaluation" (EIE) for each product. An
EIE is a shortened version of a life cycle assessment designed to highlight the most important
environmental impacts of a product’s lifecycle. Standards are then set for the most important
points in the extraction, manufacturing, distribution, use and disposal stages of a product’s life.

To set a standard for a product category, Green Seal conducts an EIE, and presents a
proposed standard for public review. The standards address one or more of the following issues:
toxic chemical pollution, energy consumption, impacts on water resources, impact on wildlife,
natural resource consumption, impacts on the atmosphere, and global warming. Green Seal
enlists UL's assistance in designing standards, and in some cases will set up informal advisory
panels to advise on the development of specific standards. An independent Environmental
Standards Council, made up of scientists and other experts, hears appeals from anyone who
disagrees with Green Seal’s decisions.

Proposed standards are sent for comment to relevant parties, such as manufacturers, trade
associations, environmental and consumer groups, and government officials, as well as to any
member of the public who requests them. The standard for compact fluorescent light bulbs, for
example, was sent to approximately 1,000 reviewers. After receiving comments on the
proposal, Green Seal revises the standards as necessary to reflect public comment. As of
January 1993, standards had been finalized for compact fluorescent light bulbs, rerefined motor
oil, tissue paper, paper towels and napkins, printing and writing paper, and water efficient
fixtures. Standards for household- cleaners, windows, household appliances, and paint are
currently undergoing public review, with a number of other categories soon to follow. (Mager,
1992) :

The products for which standards are. set must meet or ekceed any applicable safety and
performance standards, as well as all applicable environmental regulatory requirements. Green
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Seal plans to revise standards every three years to keep up with technologtcal adxances in ..
product fields ‘and encourage continual envu"onmental improvement, -

Stage III Evaluatmg Products

Underwnter Laboratories- is "the pnmary testing and factory mspectlon contractor for
Green Seal. They (or, on occasion, another certified testing laboratory) will perform the
necessary tests and inspections to decide whether or not.a manufacturer’s product meets Green
 Seal’s standards. Information on manufacturing will be provided by companies who apply for
" ecolabels, and proprietary information will be kept conﬁdentml The manufacturer pays atesting .
fee to cover costs mcuned by Green Seal and UL.

Stage IV: Awarding the Seal

Ifa product passes all of the required tests and fully meets the standard Green Seal will
award it the use of the logo. The logo may be used on the product itself and for product-
specific advertising. It may not be used for general corporate advertising. If a product is
awarded, the manufacturer must also pay an annual momtormg fee in addition to the initial
. testing fee. - : R

Enforcement of the Use of the Logo

Green Seal retains ownership of the logo even a.fter it is apphed to a product Contracts
for the use of the logo contain rules covering its proper use. - For example, it can be used only
~ on a product or in product-specific advertising. "Green Seal will actively monitor the use of the
seal... and take any necessary legal action to stop unauthorized use of its mark." (Green Seal,
1991) Also; Green Seal requires that manufacturers be monitored periodically to ensure
continued compliance with the standards. ~ Green Seal may perform follow-up testing and
monitoring, which may include unannounced mspecttons '

-

s
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SWEDEN’S GOOD

" ENVIRONMENTAL CHOICE




certification program <called
Sweden since 1990. Administered by the Swedish Society for the Conservation of Nature,
~ Sweden’s largest environmental organization, the Good Environmental Choice evolved into a
* product and shelf labeling program from what was originally a guide to environmentally sound

dition to the No

In ord ogram, a private environmental

'Good Environmental Choice"’ (Bra Miljoval) has been active in

. shopping published by the Society in 1988. In 1989, the Swedish Cooperative Federation (KF),

L one of Sweden's largest retailers, initiated a shelf labeling program that encouraged the purchase
" of goods tecommended by the Society’s guide. By the end of 1989, the two other largest

' Swedish retailers, ICA and Dagab, joined with KF in sponsoring an ecolabeling scheme that

the UN, C
Environm
.- alternativ
" once the

: :‘St‘ruct“u‘re

business

became the Good Environmental Choice Program.

~ Like many othc‘:r“EC‘P‘szw Good Environmental Choice selects “product categoﬁ‘és and
qualifying criteria. After analyzing a resource impact matrix for a particular product category,
the most important aspect (e.g., bleaching for paper products) is identified as the basis of the

criteria. o o :

_ Good Environmental Choice seems to have been very successful by some measures.

According to a report by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD),
the retail stores at which over 80 percent of all Swedes shop "have environmentally labeled
goods in the paper products, laundry detergent, and battery categories.” (Salzman, 1991)
Despite this success, the current status of the program is somewhat unclear. While a study by
“Commission_on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) reports that the Good
hoice program’ was initiated by retailers to provide a more "dynamic”

'the White Swan (which they feel is overly influenced by industry interests), the

{ states that the Good Environmental Choice program planned to cease issuing labels

ite Swan became fully operational, (Salzman, 1991; UNCTAD, 1993)

"The Good Environmental Choice Board selects t p‘”‘rOd‘u‘ct catégoﬁés. " The Board is
composed of representatives of the Society for the Conservation of Nature, as well as one
representative from each of the sponsoring retailers.

VL e T bk i A b g e o W o .

~ The Society for the Conservation of Nature develdps criteria for each product category.

In this process, the Society may consult universities, public authorities, and occasionally private

Process

L The Good Environmental Choice Board select the p‘r‘oduct‘categories. |




The Society for the Conservation of Nature develops the product category criteria in

~ ‘consultation with other organizations

Apphcant manufacturers must declare the composition of their products to the Socrety ‘

" Products that meet the criteria may be displayed on special shelves showing the Good

Environmental Choicé logo. As costs are borne by the Society and the participating
retailers, manufacturers are not required to pay a fee to have their products displayed on
the Good Environmental Choice shelves. If a manufacturer wishes to have a. product
ecolabel, however, license fees of SKOR 5000 (about US$600) are assessed for the first

. product under license and SKOR 1500 for each addrtronal hcense (UNCTAD 1993)

-

Product Categorios

“As'of mid-1993, the Good Envxronmental Ch01ce program had developed crltena for the -

'followmg 12 product categones

e © 6 6 © 86 ¢ © ¢ -0 o 0@

All purpose cleaners ,
Heavy duty cleaners
Toilet cleaners
- Detergents for white cloths .
Detergents for colored cloths
Stain removers
- Hand detergents for dishes
""Machine detergents for dishes
Shampoos -
Batteries
Diapers
Paper and paper products -
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ENVIRO\’\[ENTAL CHOICE VEW ZEALAND .

_ New Zea_land ofﬁcxaliy sta.r’ted its Envuonmental Ch01ce New Zealand program on July
10, 1990. ‘The program is a voluntary seal-of-approval program, much like Canada’s
Environmental Choice Program-or Germany's Blue Angel. The stated objectives of the program
are: provide an incentive for manufacturers and importers to reduce the environmental impacts
of products sold in New Zealand; to recognize the genuine moves by companies to reduce the .
adverse environmental impacts of their products; to provide a clear, credible and independent
guide to consumers wishing to take account of environmental factors in their purchase decisions;
to encourage consumers to purchase goods that have lower environmental - impacts; and
ultimately to improve the quality of the. environment and to encourage the sustainable
_ management of resources. (Minister for the Environment, 1992)

In March of 1992, the Envuonment Minister announced the release of the first three
~ product categories: products made from reeycled plastic, carbon zinc batteries, and zin¢ air
batteries. He also stated Environmental Choice’s intention to work closely with the Australian
Environment Ministry to harmonize the two countries’ ecolabeling programs. (Minister for the
Environment, 1992) Since then, product category specifications have been published for refined
~lubricating oil, laundry detergents, machine dishwashing detergents, hand dishwashing
detergents, lead acid batteries, and paints. ; '

In setting up Environmental Choice New Zealand, the government wanted to ensure that |
the program be credible, practical, independent and nonpartisan, and comparable to other
programs such as Environmental Choice Australia and Canada’s Environmental Choice Program.

- To harmonize and coordinate with Environmental Choice Australia and other programs, the
"progmm intends to consider closely the award criteria and methodology of ‘other national
programs during its own program developrnent :

‘ Structure

. Environmental Ch01ce New Zealand is administered by Telarc the - New Zealand
Accreditation Authority for Quality Assurance, Laboratory Testing, and Industrial Design.
While Telarc is a statutory body and mcludes govemment appomtees it operates mdependently
-‘and is self-financing. :

A working group from Telarc has established the Environmental Choice Management .-
Advisory Committee (ECMAC) to provide advice to the Telarc Council. ECMAC is a ten
member, broadly-based committee, with representatives from - manufacturing, retailing,
packaging, and environmental groups. ECMAC also mcludes representatives from the Ministry
for the Environment and Consumers Instltute

-
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o+ According to Environmental Choice New Zealand, “a product may be certified because
- it is made in a way that improves energy efficiency, reduces hazardous by-products, uses
©  recycled materials, or because the product itself can be reused or is otherwise environmentally
"1 preferable.” (Minister for the Environment, 1992). '

‘ Stage It Choosm a Product Category R

" © ECMAC is responsible forchoosmgsmtable productcategorles for Environmental Choice
New Zealand. Once ECMAC has decided upon a product category, it sets up a Task Group to
develop a speciﬁcdtion for the category. =~ : :

Stage a: Develd;ﬁhé the Specifiéaﬁdii L

- The Task Group set up by ECMAC is responsible for developing an appropriate
Specification for the product catégory. According to Environmental Choice New Zealand, the
requirements in the Specification "are based on information available at the time and are
upgraded as new information and technology make more stringent requirements possible.”
Products are expected to meet all applicable governmental safety and performance regulations,
as well as perform as effectively as is " generally expected of products in their category.”

After the Task Group has completed a draft of the Specification, ECMAC releases the
document for public comment. The public comment period lasts for at least 30 working days.
The Task Group then takes these comments and revises the Specification, after which the
document is referred to ECMAC. ECMAC, in turn, recommends the requirements to the Telarc
Council. : : S

Stage ITI: Telarc Decision on Specification Requirements
The Telarc Council then decides whether to approve the speciﬁcation for publication.

Stage IV: Awarding the Environmental Choice New Zealand Mark

" Product. supphers, which may include manufacturers, importers, ‘wholesalers, and
retailers, may apply for certification as soon as product category specification has been
published. P : L

Telarc may require product test'mé; pex"fonned“by a Teléfé-fégistefed laboratory, and/or.

examination of the relevant manufacturing records to verify that a product meets the product
category specification. :

8




"If Telarc is satisfied that a particular product comphes with the requ1rements the
applicant i is granted a licensé to use the program’s logo, the Certification Mark. Applicants pay.
an application fee, and if a product is accepted, an annual licensing fee as well. Ltcensmg fees
~are calculated ona sliding scale dependmg on the sales volume for that product. -

: Lxcenses are valld for at least two years, subject to the payment of fees and continued
compliance, which is monitored by Telarc throughout the period. Telarc wdl give licensees 12
months notice before revising product category specifications. .

As. of April 1993 only one apphcatlon has been recelved and that applzcant has been
licensed to use the certification Mark for pamt ’

Referenc&s

Minister for the Envlronfnent 1992. Media Statement March 18.

Ministry for the Envxronment 1989. Labellzng of Envzronmentally Frzendly Goods A
Discussion Paper.

~ Telarc, 1992. Environmental Choice New Zealand Envzronmemal Labellmg in New
Zealand, Document EC 010, Issue No. 1, February. }

| Salzman James, OECD, 1991. Erzvzronmental Labellzng in OECD Cowzmes
Organization for Economic Cooperatlon and Development Technology and Environment
Programme, Pans

84




~ INDIA’S ECOMARK PROGRAM

‘‘‘‘




INDIA'S ECOMARK PROGRA)«I

Introductlon

A resolution passed by the Indian Parliament on February 20, 1991, instituted a voluntary
"Scheme on Labelling of Envrronment Friendly Products.” (Ministry of Environment and
Forests, 1991) Like Japan s program, the Indian program is called the Ecomark, although its
administrative structure is closer to Canada’s Envuonmental Chowe Program with govemment,
takmg a dommant role.

- " The program "provides accredltauon" to household and consumer products that meet

specified environmental criteria, along with quality requirements of the Bureau of Indian -

Standards. The objectives of the program are 1) to provide an incentive for manufacturers and
importers to reduce adverse environmental impacts of products, 2).to assist consumers to become
environmentally responsible in their daily lives and to encourage them to consider environmentat-

~ factors in their purchase decisions, and, 3) ultlmately, to IIan'OVC the quality of the environment.

As of May 1993, 16 product categones had been or were bemg developed although
"response of the industrial sector [was] slow." Applications had been made for only two product _

‘categones soaps and detergents. (UNCTAD, 1993)

Admmxstratlve Structu re -

The program is administered by three bodies. The first, a Steering Committee, has been -
set up in the Ministry of Environment and Forests, and will be composed of 12 representatives
of different government offices and "not more than five" represéntatives of "industry, consumer
groups or other non-governmental organisations.” This committee is respon31ble for determining
product categones promotion and general oversight and development of the program.

A Technzcal Committee determmes the criteria for awarding the Ecomark logo and-is
composed primarily of representatives of government research and standards setting offices.’
Like the Steering Committee, "not more than five non-officials" join the seven government .
employees. The Techmcal Comrmttee is based in the Central Polluuon Control Board in New
Delhi. ‘ ‘

The third bodyrrlvs' the Buréau of I‘r:zdzari‘Siandafds (BIS). The BIS assesses and certifies N
products according to criteria set by the Technical Committee. It also handles the hcensmg of
the logo, enforcement of rules, and collectxon of fees

Award Process

In the resolution, the Government of India left most of the details of the progr:arrl’s‘
operations up to the committees to formulate. They did specify that a licensing fee would be

. charged for each period of use, that the certification testing should take less than three months
-and that it would be performed by the BIS. In the formulation of product criteria, there is a
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“public review period. in addition to Technical Committee conside:
- Committee must consider the "main environmental impacts" of a product, including:

" potential for pollution in production, use, and disposal;

lability, recycled content, and biodegradability;
seduse o‘f'“‘ non-renewab e ‘ré‘sourc‘e‘s‘;, mcludmg | ﬁén-reri‘ewéble ‘energ‘y

. decreased impact in the area of greatest ervironmental impact for that product
 category. o e i - ‘
S S O S P TR WA ‘
Although the resolution makes no mention of life cycle anal sis per se, it does list most
~ parts of a product’s life cycle in a list of considerations for "determining the primary criteria for
' aptoduct." The list includes sources of raw materials, energy used and materials wasted in the
. production stage, use of recycled, recyclable and biodegradable material, and impacts of product

. and packaging disposal. (Ministry of Environment and Forests, 1991) In practice, product
« standards are based on “only a few criteria [that] were found to be most important,” especially

those relating to "

nergy and resource saving production processes." (UNCTAD, 1993)

" Fees are charged by the BIS for testing and for licensing of awards, if granted. Although'
the licensing fee "is not very high," testing can cost up to $1,700 depending on the complexity
of the tests. (UNCTAD,1993) "This figure is quite high for a small scale enterprise,” but no
mention is made in the resolution to adjust the fees for small businesses. ‘ ‘

Public Review

Like Canada’s Environmental Choice Program, the Ecomark program allows for a 60-day
public review period of draft criteria for product categories. The criteria are published in the
Gazette of India, an official government publication. "So far, the response to the gazette
notification of the criteria has been very low." (UNCTAD, 1993)
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' KOREA’S ECO-MARK SYSTEM




" with eight

| product ¢ teg
‘Ministry.. The “EPA" acts as a secretariat for the program. The EPA is made up of
. . representatives from industry and business, consumer organizations, environmental

" review the applicant’s product.

 KOREA'S ECO-MARK SYSTEM

'The Korean Ministry of the Environment launched its Eco-Mark environmental

. ot I R T T O R S T T e .
_certification program on June 1, 1992, announcing four recycled-content products at that time,

er products being added in November. At the time of this writing, 96 products

". within those 12 categories have been awarded the Eco-Mark. The Korean Academy of Industrial
- Technology (KAITECH) assisted in’ the development of the program, providing technical
assistance for the development of draft criteria "more than 50" product categories.

’i‘h rean Eépj—ﬂMajrﬂk’smaﬁbfgéc}‘iwtb prddiiéi ‘Céﬁ‘iﬁéat‘i‘gn is based on deﬁﬁing the single ‘

* most irhbortant criterion for each product category. The Eco-Mark has found that the large data
- requirements for the life cycle approach are difficult to meet in practice. (UNCTAD, 1993)

The Korean Eco-Mark system is administered “bythé”Mirzisn'y of the Environment. New
ry suggestions are directed to the Technology Development Division of the

orginizations, quality testing authorities and experts. (UNCTAD, 1993) The EPA conducts

- The Eco-Mark Committee makes the final selection of product categories, and prepares
the draft criteria for the selected uct category. After the EPA’ has made revisions to the
criteria based on public comment (see below), the Eco-Mark Committee makes the final decision
on the criteria. The 13-15 member committee is comprised of representatives from consumer

. organizations, industry representatives, environmental preservation organizations, inspection
" units, scientists, legal experts, and public health experts.

o-Mark A ssmé‘n“iﬁ ommmee (EAC) i set pby the EPA for each ‘appl“i‘é’an‘t to

Award Pr ess
Stage I: Deve‘ldpmenf“of Pl'Oduct ‘}Cé‘té‘g‘ori‘es o

Division of the Ministry of the Environment. New categories may be suggested by
' goveriment, manufacturers, business, or the general public.

1. Suggestions for potential pfodﬁct categories are directed to the Technology Developrhén;

2. ‘With Pas‘s_‘is‘tanciq _‘fpom‘ prgaq‘izatwigﬁjsmsuch”as, th‘e‘ Koreaﬁ Institute of\ Science and
ology (KIST) and the Korean Institute of Advanced Science and Technology




‘ (KIAS”D, the \Ilmstry prepares an ad\f 1sory document and submtts it to the Eco-Mark

Commlttee

The Eco-Mark Committee makes the f‘mal selectron on the product category and prepares
draft criteria for that product category These draft criteria are presented to the EPA.

The EPA - conducts a pubhc hearmg on- the criteria, pubhshes the proceedmgs and

»recerves comments. The EPA then modifies the cntena based on these comments.

The EPA submits the amended criteria to the Eco-Mark Committee. The Committee
makes the ﬁnal decision on the criteria for the product category

The EPA pubhshes the ﬁnal criteria in the Eco Mark Newsletter The Ministry
communicates the final criteria to the general press B '

Phase II: Evaluattng Apphcant Products and Awardmg the Eco- Mark

1.

2.

The applicant . manufacturer subrmts its product for evaluatlon to the EPA

The EPA assembles an Eco- Mark Assessment Commlttee (EAQ), Wthh reviews the .
apphcatton The EAC is comprtsed of 6 experts from various testmg agencies.

The EAC assesses whether the apphcant product meets the criteria. The EAC reports

its dectston to the EPA.

If the product quahﬁes for the Eco Mark the EPA draws up a two-year contract wrth

the manufacturer

Dependmg on the sales of the product the manufacturer pays a fee rangmg from 300 OOO
won to. 1, 000 000 (approx US$400 to US$1250)

Product Categories

below)

As of May 1993 the Korean Eco-Mark has finahzed 12 product categories (see table
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| Korean Eco-Mark Product Categodes
Product Category Criteria |
1. Products made with reused paper. Should contain >50% reused
paper. '
2. Tissues made with reused paper. Should contain >50% reused
paper.
3. Reused plastics Should contain >60% waste
- plastics.
4, Aerosol sprays without CFCs. Should contain 0% CFCs
Reusable diapers. Should contain'100% cotton. |
6. Non-asbestos brake lining. Should contain 0% asbestos.
7. Aluminum cans with stoppers. Should use aluminum.
8. Filter for kitchen sinks. Should have small holes < =
1.5mm diameter. .
9. Non bleached and un-dyed towels. Should be made without dyes or:
bleach.
10.  Water valves. Water should not run after valve is
closed.
11.  Packaging materials using wastes. Should be made with 100% wastes.
12, Soap made with waste edible oil. Should be made with >50% waste
edible oil.
Source: UNCTAD, 1993.
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fi‘”“smcimm S GREEN LABELLING SCHEME

Introductxon

‘ Smoa‘ re launched 1ts voluntary and posmve Green Labelhng Scheme in May 1992 to
. "promote greén consumerism” among Singapore’s citizens. ‘'The GreenLabel Logo takes the
“form of a green leaf surrounded by the words "GreenLabel SINGAPORE." The first set of
‘criteria, released in August 1992, 1ncluded stationary paper, hygiene paper, printing paper,
“office automation paper, and carbon zinc batteries. Draft criteria for alkaline batteries and
: compact fluorescent lamps were released for public feedback in February 1993. As of March
©, 1993, the Gre&n Labelhng Scheme received 81 applications from 49 companies for the first 5

: f@f};{product categories. In a recent survey ‘of 18 companies which manufacture products carrying
“ the GreenLabel 7 report mcreases in sales (Loo Hak Jan 1993)

ﬂ =COr: g to the Mlmstry of the Envuonment the GreenLabel is de51gned to raise
- consumer awareness of the environment and of products that exert a comparatively smaller
. demand on the environment, In addition, the GreenLabel is de51gned to provide an incentive
- for manufactu rs to account for the eanronmental 1mpact of their products (Muustry, 1992)

‘3‘ The Green Labellmg Scheme 1s a cntena-based program whlch uses a sunphﬁed foe
~ Cycle Analysis. Instead of exammmg every impact that a product exerts on the environment
from cradle to grave, the Singapore scheme isolates and studies the "few most important
. parameters” for each product category to determine which products qualify for the GreenLabel.
_For example, carbon-zinc batteries are approved by the program based solely on their mercury
. content (no more than 10 ppm Hg)

‘Structut'e

“ n‘ Labelhng Scheme is admxmstered by the Secretarzat which is prov1ded by
' the Waste Minimisation Department of the Ministry of the Environment. The Secretariat is
.responsible for receiving and processing applications for the GreenLabel, collecting fees,
¢sponding to inquiries from the public and applicants, producing newsletters on the Green
Labellmg Scheme a.nd provxdmg mformatlon to the media. (Muustry, 1992)

An Advzsory Commzt ee ha et up to a S retanat in the formulanon of the
quahfymg criteria, which requires "expert knowledge on the manufacture, distribution, usage,
. and disposal of products.” (Ministry, 1992) The broad base Advisory Committee consists of
" représentatives from industry, retailing, academia, statutory organizations, and environmental

groups. Participants include the Singapore Institute of Standards and Industrial Research, Trade
.. Development Board, National University of Singapore, Nanyang Technological University,
- Consumer Association of Singapore, Singapore Manufacturers Assocxanon Singapore Retailers
“ Assocxatxon and the Munstry of the Envuonment
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Award Process

‘ Products that meet the criteria for the appropriate product categories are allowed to carry
the GreenLabel. Foreign and domestic companies may participate in the program in the same
way. ‘ : o o - ‘

Sta‘ge I: Choosing a Product Category

The,Secre‘tax“iat identifies and defines potential ﬁrodubt categories, which may be
suggested by the public. The Secretariat legally chooses product categories which cover "mass

- consumer items." (Loo Hak Jan, 1993)
Stage II: Developing Draft-‘C‘ritrer‘ia
Once a product category has been defined, the Secrétariaf organizes a workgroup to

| produce a draft qualifying criteria document. The workgroup is comprised of experts from the
Ministry of the Environment and various academic institutions. - ‘

The criteria are then provided to the Advisory Committee for discussion. The Committee X
organizes technical meetings with industry experts to discuss the validity and suitability of the

draft criteria. ;

Stage II: Soliciting Public Feedback

The revised dfaft criteria are then released to the public for comment. The public :

comment period is usually 30 days, during which time interested parties are invited to submit
written comments to th¢ Secretariat. The Secretariat collects the comments and forwards them
to the Advisory Committee. ‘ ‘ E ‘

Stage IV: Finalizing Qualifying Criteria

 After considering the comments received from the public; the Advisory VCommitt’ee either
revises the criteria or approves the original draft. The finalized criteria are then sent to the
Approving Board for final approval, after which the qualifying criteria are published. The
Approving Board is headed by the Permahent Secretary of the Environment.
Stage V: Awarding the GreenLabel |

After the qualifying crit‘eria‘h'kave been fmaliied, companies with products that fall under

the product category specification may apply for the GreenLabel. Applicants obtain application

kits which lay out the terms and conditions for approval and the use of the GreenLabel. During

the verification process, the Secretariat may require access to quality control and production

records. Samples of the candidate products must be tested by accredited laboratories to see
- whether or not the qualifying criteria are met. With products where criteria testing in the lab
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ts dtfﬁcult (e g. “recycled paper content in‘a paper product), a "declaration from the"Chief
Execume Ofﬁcer or equwalent is requtred mstead " (Loo Hak Jan, 1993)

An approved product is granted a license to carry the reenLabel logo for three years
. From time to time, the Secretariat may opt to review and revise quahfymg criteria to keep up
“'to date with the latest technologxcal developments.

If a m: ufacturer apphes for certlﬁcanon for a product within a year of the date of the
i release of the mal Quahfymg Criteria, he/she does not pay any fee for the first five years.
After that tim an Annual License Fee is requlred If a manufacturer applies after a year of
- the date of the release of the Criteria, then an application fee of $20.00 is required. The
manufacturer 1s sttll exempt : from the Llcense Fee for three years after wmch it must be pmd
every year :
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On March 23 1992 the Councd of Mmlsters of the European Commumty adopted a

_ﬂregul.:ttlon for an EC "eco-label award scheme " The program is intended to "promote the
.design, production, marketing and use of products which have a reduced environmental impact

during their entire life cycle and provide consumers wrth better information on the

/ill be effective in il twelve EC memberwstates and 1nd1v1dual states will be largely responsible
for the process of evaluatmg products and makmg awards.'®

éttegones from ' cradle to grave ~ The Commission
“of the European Communities has been given the objective of launchmg the Community Ecolabel
““‘j‘Award Scheme in June of 1993

) Admmlstratwe Structure

oo

| ‘Many pames are mvolved in settmg evaluatron criteria and in awardmg ecolabels

'8 The EC Commission is composed of 17 representatwes: ‘one per country with two each '
: from the four largest countries, and one president. The Commission is the center of

activity for the program, facilitating the process, and seeking’ guidance from and
consensus among all the other parties. The Commission decides what product categories

to consr er

' The Consultation Forum 1s composed of the pnnc1pal mterest groups, 'mcluding

- Community-level representatives of mdustry, ‘commerce, consumer organizations, and

_ environmental organizations. (The two former groups may include trade union

. representatlves as well.) The Commission consults the Forum members before
‘submitting the draft criteria to the Regulatory Committee of Member States for final
approval. In addmon mterest groups are consulted in the earlier stages of preparing
proposals

 assigns specific product categories ‘to "lead

lead country mvestrgate that category wrth hfe |




Once the criteria have been considered by the Consultation Forum voted on by the -
Regulatory Committee, and adopted by the Commission, Competent Bodies can accept
applications from manufacturers, collect testing fees and conduct tests as necessary on
“products. Awards given to products must be approved by all Competent Bodies, via the
Commission. Competent Bodies then sign a standard contract with manufacturers assess
licensing fees and monitor the proper use of the ecolabels.

e . The Regulatory Committee of Member States is chaired by a non-voting representative .
of the' Commission.- The Committee has final approval of criteria for product categories
and settled any reasoned objections made by Competent Bodies to a manufacturer s
application for the award. : '

. The Councz'l of Mim'stefs is the primary legislative body of the European COmmunity
: For the eco-labeling program, the Council only acts to decxde on proposed .criteria or
~ awards rejected by the Regulatory Committee. ‘ :

) Award process.

The EC ecolabel program can be arranged into three stages, as ﬂlustrated in the ﬂow
chart d1agram

Stage I: Defining Product"Categories

Any interested party, any Member State or the EC Commission itself can propose a
product category. The EC Commission must then approve of categories to be investigated by
member states. A "lead country" is assigned to perform a life cycle analysis and set guidelines
for that product category, with the subsequent approval requrred of other EC members before -
it becomes a community-wide standard 19

The EC has formulated an "indicative assessment matrix" to evaluate products dnd to set
criteria for product categories. This matrix, presented below, indicates the five stages in a lifé
cycle, and the potential envu'onmental impacts in those stages. (European Communities, the
Council, 1992) v

Stage II Settmg cntena

After the Competent Body analyzes the product category, it submits draft criteria to the
~ Commission, which consults with the Forum and passes the criteria to the Committee of Member
~States for consideration. If approved by the Committee of Member States, the guidelines

v One motlvatxon for the requirement of approval of other EC members is to overcome the fear of national
favoritism in awardmg ecolabels to products from that country
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Indicative Assessment Matrix

Product Life Cycle:

Eavironmental Fields Distribution
: ~ (including
Pre-production Production packaging) Utilization Disposal

;‘ | Waste Relevance

Ji | Seil Pollution and
", | Degradation

Water Contamination

'] Air Contamination

Noise

'} Energy Consumption

| Effects on Ecosystems
‘ " become official. If there is no. e Council of Ministers renders

" a final decision.

-~ Stage IIl: Awarding products

. Applications are accepted by Competent Bodies of member states, in the country where
" the product is manufactured, first marketed or imported to within the EC. The regulation states
_ that the results of independent testing must be submitted with the application. It is expected that
~ in the long term, a standard methodology for assessment procedures will be agreed to by all the
" parties involved. In the interim, arrangements aré being introduced on a product-by-product
“basis. (ENDS Report, 19910) |

' Throughout the award process, the confidentiality of applicants is maintained, ‘as this is

considered proprietary information. Awarded products are listed in the official publication, the

- EC Journal, and may use the flower logo generally for three years. At that time, they will be

~ reassessed in light of any changes to the standards. There is an application fee of 500 ECUs to

cover administration costs, ‘and, if the product receives the award, an annual licensing fee

calculated as 0.15% of the annual volume of sales within the EC. These are guideline figures;
Competent Bodies have the discretion to set actual fees at levels 20 percent greater or smaller

_ than the guideline figures.

' Public Review Process
* . To ensure public access and r‘evig‘vi‘/‘ in the ecolabelmg prbcess, the EC has included the

orum of interest groups, composed of environmental and consumer groups,

;o .
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_-Diagram of European Comm»unity Labeling Program

Stage I; Establishing Product Categoriesﬁ

’ Anyone may suggest product - | Commrssron reVIews | CO?ﬁmiSSiOﬂ chooses |

! categories to EC or Competent | |~ " proposalsin : categones and assigns 1
| ! Bodly. (Competent Body co_nsults“y——- consultatron with +1| them to Competent ‘ L
| : . with interest groups in their Consultation Forum | | Bodies to conduct LCA* .
i country before passing it to EC.) | ofinterestgroups. | | and create C”tef 1a. |

Stage In: Settrng Award Cnterla

~ Dratft cntena come | , | P .
o e : y + ——— - |Commission adopts
] back to Commission| | Sent to Committee —= Approvesi—!  the measures.
: which consults with |1 of Member States — '
o " Consultation Forum | | for approval. = Rejects|—— Commrssron submits ;
b . " ab c‘ut criteri a ' - ' S ‘proposal to Council .

. |‘ :
-of Ministers. Council |
vote is final decision. |

R Stage I Award Process

“—,,."!APPTOVGS ™1 Passed onto Commission ™

which allows other Competent |

Manufacturers apply to .
' Competent Bcdy in country
“{where product is manufactured,

- Rejects ~ Bodies to review award ——
" imported or "first marketed.” -
- —= Objection ——— Ccmmissio.n negotiates informal : = Rejects | -
T | agreement. between parties. If .
agreement is not reached, application . _ - Approves |
goes to Committee of Members. ~

.3

- - _ Commrssron allows Competent Body
' NO, objection : " |to.award label, collect fees and sign standard contract. |
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industry, and commerce. The original proposal would fot have included this group. and would
have given much less authonty to the Competent Bodies. The European Bureau of the
Environment (EEB) and the European Bureau of the Unicn of Consumers (BEUCQC) lobbied to
have more say given to the environmental and consumer groups, due to the "ethical and societal
choices involved", recommending even the power "to veto a decision... contrary to sustainable
- development." They also requested a right of individuals and groups to appeal awards any time
after the award has been given. Finally, they stated that "every consumer has the right to be
informed of the principal reasons for granting the eco-label”, and to this end suggested an
ecolabel with “full environmental information, i.e. qualitative and quantitative ingredients
' composition, processing procedures, re-use and/or recycling facilities.” (EEB and BEUC, 1991)
The first of these requests was granted by the EC, but" individuals per se can only participate
~ through the Consultation Forum representatlves and by proposmg product categorres to the EC
and Competent Bodies.
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industry, and commerce. The original proposal would not have included this group, and would
have given much less authority to the Competent Bodies. - The' European Bureau of the
Environment (EEB) and the European Bureau of the Union of Consumers (BEUC) 1obb1ed to
have more say. given to the environmental and consumer groups, due to the "ethical and societal
choices involved", recommending even the power "to veto-a decision... contrary to sustainable -
development.” They also requested a right of individuals and groups to appeal awards any time
after the award has been given. Finally, they stated that "every consumer has the right to be -
informed of the principal reasons for granting the eco- label", and to this end suggested an
ecolabel with "full environmental information, i.e. qualitative and quantitative ingredients

- - composition, processing procedures, re-use and/or recycling facilities." (EEB and BEUC, 1991)

The first of these requests was granted by the EC, but individuals per se can only participate
through the Consultation Forum representatrves and by proposmg product categorles to the EC
and Competent Bodies.
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b"I‘ILii’l’ ING ,‘;LLLLF.LT KEUR OF TIE NETHET LANDS
Introduction

, Due to a growing interest in-environmental issues in the Netherlands, the Ministry of
Housing, Physical Planning and Environment, and the Ministry of Economic Affairs created a
voluntary environmental certification system in April 1992. Prior to the creation of the Dutch
/Fsolabel, ‘the government had established the Environmental Advertising Code to discourage the
use of false environmental advertising claims. The Stichting Milieukeur takes the Environmental
Advertising Code one step further by creating a seal-of-approval program similar to Germany’s
Blue Angel and Canada’s Environmental Choice programs. - ‘

The -Ecolabel program is governed by an independent organization, . the Stichting
Milieukeur (the Environmental Review Foundation), which.is.made up of representatives from
government, consumer and environmental groups, manufacturers, ‘and retail organizations.
Although the European Community is currently developing an ecolabel, the Dutch government
proceeded with its own program (o better accommodate goods and services unique to the Dutch

market. As of October 1992, the Stichting Milieukeur had set and published the award criteria

for the following product groups: writing paper and notepaper, light sources, and handshowers. -

_ The first ecolabel is expected to appear in Fall 1993. (Bdlger, 1993)
Structure

Although the program was founded and is supported by the Dutch government, the
Stichting Milieukeur operates the ecolabeling program: independently of the government. = The
Stichting owns the ecolabel, sets the standards, awards the ecolabel to products, and monitors
use of the ecolabel. The Stichting Milieukeur was launched on the initiative of the Dutch
Ministries of Environment and Economic Affairs. The Stichting will be subsidized by these
Ministries until 1996, starting’ with 100 percent in 1992 and decreasing each following year.
The Stichting Milieukeur plans to be completely, self-supporting by 1997.  The Stichting .
Milieukeur is ‘divided into four organs which act cooperatively in the implementation of the
program. These four organs, the Panel of Experts (College van Deskundigen), the Supervisory
Council (Raad van Toezicht), the Board (Bestuur), and the College for Appeals (College van
Bereop), are briefly described below: o ‘ ' 4 :

. The Panel of Experts consists of represéntatives from government, manufacturers,
‘consumers groups, environmental groups and retailers. The Panel determines the
criteria which products have to meet in order to qualify for . certification.
Individual members contribute their expertise to the standard settin g process. The
Panel thoroughly discusses the standards and releases a draft "certification

- schedule." (Bolger, 1993) ' - ' ' '
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‘nal decisions ‘tegarding ‘the adoption or rejection of

~he Bocrd

“ fuct group definition and award criteria. The Board may also refer the
criteria back to the Panel of Experts for further examination. ‘
. College 'of Appeals hears complaints about the Stichting Milieukeur’s

iswi‘c“):ps. The Stichting Milieukeur is in the process of developing rules that will
govern the appeal procedures. :

~Criteria_ ill be developed only for product groups in which there are clear differences

n environment ‘quality among products in the same category. If all products within a

particular group il Lo similar with regard to environmental impact, the Stichting Milieukeur feels

« there is no point in developing criteria or certifying products for that category. Standards

Il be sot based on a "cradle to grave” life-cycle analysis and will be reviewed about every 3

ars. Award criteria are based upon the "best available technology," and will always be more

« $tringent than relevant regulations. In this way, only a limited number of products will qualify

- for the certification, (BNA, 1992) In addition, standards of quality and packaging requirements
-are also considered during the development of the criteria.

- Stichting Milieukeur does not create product ‘standards on its own initiative, but rather
accepts requests from manufacturers, consumer groups, trade associations, or any other
interested party. Once the requirements for a product category have been set and published, any
manufacturer or importer can submit their product for evaluation by one of the recognized
Certification Authorities. The cost of processing an application varies, depending on the
complexity of the certification process. ‘ : '

Stage I: Requesting a New Product Category

A request for developing criteria for a new p oduct category must be made. Anyone can
“submit a request to the Stichting Milieukeur Board, which may approve ot reject an application
~ for a new product category. "The main priority in deciding whether the environmental labelling
"systeni’ should be applied to a particular group of products is to establish whether the
environment will benefit." (The Dutch Ecolabel, 1992)

Stagé 11: Developing Award Criteria

" If the request for the inclusion of a product category is granted by the Board, the Panel
" of Experts then conducts a first screening investigation. The Panel charges a Specialist Research

. Institute (private or public) to conduct a study, looking at all aspects of the product, from
veradle to grave", in order to draft award criteria for the product category. Specialist Resexrch
 Institutes conduct studies for proposed standards because the Stichting does not have the capacity '




e

or the knowledge to research product criteria. Research Institutes are chosen based on its
expertise of the product, research experience, staff, and price. '

Stage III: Public Reviewi

The proposed standards are then discussed at a meeting of the Panel of Experts which '
. is open to all interested parties. Participants include the applicant, selected manufacturers, and
representatives of consumer, environmental, and professional associations. (BNA, 1992) A
report on the proceedings of this public meeting is made available to the Panel of Experts, which
then delivers its recommendations to the Stichting Milieukeur Board. The Board makes the final
decision on whether the standards should be made official. At this time, the College of Appeals

hears complaints about decisions made by the program. , .

Stage IV App_lyihg for Certification
Once the requirements for the product Cafegofy are approved and published, ixidividual
manufacturers and importers may submit a product for individual certification to the Certification

‘Authority. The applicant must persuade one of the Certification Authorities that its product
meets the standards. ‘ - '

~ Stage V;i Awarding the Ecolabel |
~ Certification Authoritiés, recognized by the Dutch Council for Certification, assess

whether or not a product meets the defined standards. If a product meets ‘specifications, the
Certification Authority awards the applicant the use of the logo. Manufacturers sign a contract -
with the Certification Authority, which sets out the conditions for use of the ecolabel. " The
applicant signs a contract with the Certification Authority, which sets out the conditions under .
which 'the logo may be used. An annual fee will be required for the use of the certification.
References '
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FRANCE'S NF-ENVIRONNEMENT
Introduction

The NF-Environnement certification program is a national, voluntary seal-of-approval
" ecolabel developed for the French market by the Association Francaise de Normalisation
(AFNOR). According to AFNOR, the program is intended "to cerufy products that have a less
" adverse impact on the environment...when compared with other...products available on the
market" - (General Rules, 1992). The program’s opcratlon is based on the fo]low ing prmcrples

n Certtﬁcates must be issued on the strength of ﬁndmg actual compliance with

"meaningful certification criteria, " defined in technical rules developed jointly by the

economlc partres concemed and approved in accordance wrth the law.

@) Atranoements for eva}uatlon and surverllance must be estabhshed to ensure that the

firms to which the ecolabel is granted offer for sale products that actually confomr to
~ these cntena :

3) Consumers must have access to information about the certificate that‘ts not subject -
to any ambrgutty of mterpretanon (General Rules, Appendrx I, 1992).

NF Environnement plans to  coordinate its effor‘cs with other European programs "both
through the process of harmonization of standards and through its participation in European
reciprocal recognition agreements.” (General Rules, 1992)- In light of this, product criteria for
paints and varnishes were approved on June 3, 1992, based on a study originally conducted for
the- EC ecolabel. To date, however, thlS is the only product category for which the NF- .

. ' Envrronnement has cemﬁed ‘products. - : ’

On June 24, 1992, work on NF Environnement was suspended by thé. Labeling
Committee of AFNOR, pending a re-evaluation of its methodology. Having originally planned
to use a multi-criteria matrix similar to Blue Angel and the EC ecolabel, AF\IOR is now
proposing to use a complete hfe cycle analysis (LCA) ~ '

_ NF- Envrronnement plans to issue its first product standards based on this new
methodology, for trash bags, in March 1993. To f'mance the cost of testing products in this
manner, companies desiring a new product category must pay fifty percent of the cost of an .
LCA. Once the LCA is completed and product criteria have been set, applicants for certification .
are required to pay a registration fee, a repayment of costs incurred to ‘verify a claim, and an
annual royalty for use of the ecolabel. (Ventere, 1992)

Stru cture

The French envrronmental certtﬁcatxon program: mvolves ﬁve functional roles (ﬁlled
either by groups or md1v1duals)
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;‘obic“iﬁbri"ﬁ"‘mn‘c‘biﬁse de Nornalisation (AFNOR), which administers the
v Pl oo " ) T o T P B A TE IR I K § e IR T ;' . el
- program and issues awards, appoints members 10 the Label Comumittee, selects

"Expert” to prepare a repoit on'a product category’s acceptability, and makes

'I'heRc.poﬁer,selected ‘by AENOR with the ‘appro‘val of the Label Committee,
- drafts the technical rules for a product category. One "Reporter" i§ selected for
‘ méﬁ‘p{dpo‘sal‘.: He/she may consult other groups in this process.

of 17 members appoin ed by the Director-General
FNO | { ‘with the Minister of Industry, the Minister of
ronment, and of Consumer Affairs. There are 6 representatives
industry, 3 rep es from consumer organizations, 3 representatives
environmental-proteciion groups, and a representative each from the
ster of Enviroment, the Minister of Consumer Affairs, and the Minister of
try. The Chair of the Seientific Council and a tepresentative of AFNOR are
“standing members of the Committee. There is also a Secretariat provided by
AENOR which oversees the technical and administrative issues of the program.
Members hold office for 3 years and may be reappointed. The Chair of the
“Committee is ¢locted for a one year term; ‘with the industry representatives
-alternating with the environmental and consumer representatives in the chair.

' The Commmittee is responsible for the development and administration of
the NF-Eavironment program. It gives opinions on the draft product criteria used
to evaluate products within a category, approves AFNOR'’s choice of Reporters

for the draft of the Technical Rules, monitors the work of the Experts and
Reporters, appoints the Scientific Council, and set royalties.

. The Scientific Council advises the Label Committee. Its tasks include 1) proposing‘

" suitable Experts and Reporters to be called upon for the technical administration

and development of the program; 2) consulting on the methods used to evaluate

riduct criteria and the harmonization with other programs; 3) intervening, at the

.Guest of the Committee and/or AFNOR, on any point requiring technical and

scientific expertise, for example in matters relating to the validation of technical
rules; and 4) maintaining a permanent technological monitoring service.

e The Experts are individuals appointed by AFNOR, on the recommendation of the
" . Council, who evaluate applications for certification for existing product

~ categories, and recommend to AFNOR that a product be accepted or rejected.

" There is one Expert for each application and he/she is responsible for examining

he application, visiting the applicant to validate that the product adheres to’the

nical rules or to determine if "further tests or inspections [are] required to

; hnical rules or




demonstrate the conférmity of the product to all the applicable “certification
criteria and then to assess the results.” (General Rules, 1992) .

Award Process

The NF-Environnement aw ard process consists of four stages. Any interested group may
apply to AFNOR for the preparatxon of Technical Rules for a given product category. Once
AFNOR has decided that Technical Rules should be drafted, it assigns a Reporter to draft
~Technical Rules that are reviewed- by the Label Committee. Once the draft is accepted by the
Label Committee, it is sent to-the Director-General of AFNOR and the public authorities to
-accept, reject, or send back for revision. . Once the criteria have been approved, interested
parties may apply for certification. The application is reviewed by the Expert appointed by
AFNOR,; the final decision is made by AFNOR If the award is grcmted the applicant pays an
annual royalty to use the logo '

.utage I: Choosmg Pr oduct Caiegonw

Product categones may be pxoposed to AFNOR by any mterested party AFNOR, on -
the advice of the Label Committee, decides whether the proposal is acceptable in prmc1p1e The
Committee bases its recommendation on the assessment of (1) the scientific foundation, (2) the
acccptablhty to consumers, (3) the technical and economical feasibility and (4) the proper
integration of the proposal in the context of the NF-Environnement program. "When a proposal
is judged acceptable, AFNOR, with the approval of the Label Committee, names a Reporter,
. whose task will be to draft Technical Rules based on the proposal subm1tted to AFNOR,
working closely with the parties concerned." (General Rules, 1992)

Stage I Draftmg Technical Rules

‘When drafting the Techmcal Rules the Reporter must. deﬁne specifically 1) the category

" of products concerned, 2) the environmental-impact criteria, and 3) "the requirements and

acceptable limit values adopted when the quantification. of envxronmental criteria is founded on
a scxenuﬁc basis." (General Rules 1992)

“The Techmcal Rules for paints and varmshes used a life cycle matrix, but not all criteria
were selected (see table). Certain criteria in the T echnical Rules may be deferred "pending the
solving of the specific problems they raise." (General Rules, 1992) As of June 24, 1992,
however, AFNOR has suspended all work currently being done to estabhsh Techmcal Rules
based on a complete life cycle ana1y51s

Stage III: Approval of Technical Rﬁl&s v
" Draft Technical Rules are submitted by the Reporter to the Label Committee for review

and a recommendation. "After advice from the Label Committee, it is the responsibility of the
Director-General of AFNOR and the public authorities...to evaluate to what extent the criteria
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TABLE OF CERTIFICATION CRITERIA ADOPTED FOR PAINTS AND VARNISHES
EVALUATION CRITERIA
Use of Pollution Noise Waste Impact on Other | Impact
natural and ecosystems | damage on.
resources, | deterioration - Man
raw of physical
STAGE OF materials, environment
PRODUCT energy , water, air,
LIFECYCLE earth
Extraction of
raw materials
Production : ) o
1) procurement X ' X
ocurem
2) manufacture : X X
Distribution:
| 1) conditioning
2) packaging
3) transport
Use andfor . X X X X
consumption
Disposal after
use:
1) product X
treatment/recyc X X
ling ‘
2) packaging
treatment/
recycling

RS TT A SRR AL

X = Criteria thatﬁv‘e:étﬂs‘electewq‘ -

‘ adoptéd éré‘signiﬁcavhhf éx{bﬁgh to justify granting the Label." (General "R\‘xl‘éé,' 199?) When
approval has been granted, AFNOR communicates the Technical Rules to firms who may be
interested in obtaining certification. |
Stage IV: Awarding Ecolabels to Manufacturers

For each éppﬁcatiori for NE-Environnement cemﬁcatlon, AFNOR ap‘poﬂiﬁts an Expert to
prépare a report proposing that the application be accepted or rejected. The appointment of a

particular Expert can be challenged once by the applicant.~ ;




7 The manufacturer must pay a ﬂ’tt mte rwlstmtlon fc.e (~12, 500 Fran(.s) to cover the:

costs of processing the application and repay the costs of verifying that the product conforms to
‘the Technical Rules, as well as make an annual royalty payment (0.1% of the product salcs,
minimum 7,500 Francs) for the right to use the NF-Environnement logo.

Stage V: Monitoring

Tests ‘and inspections will be performed once a year in the first two years following
. certification. After the first two years of operauon the periodic tests and. inspections will be
performed every two years if no infraction of the use of the logo has occurred.. "On the other

hand, the frequency of tests and inspections may be increased from the first year onwards, upon
the Committee advising that this is warranted by the standard of organization reached by the
apphcant for product quahty control purposes " (General Rules 1992)

Public Rev1ew Process

) While there is representation from industry, environmental and consumer groups, and
government on the Label Committee, there is no official public review. =

References

Association Francaise De Nonnalisafion, 1992., "General Rules Applicable to the NF-
Environnement Label". ' : ’ S

Ventere, Iean Paul, Ministere de |’ Envzronncment 1992 Personal commumcatmn with
Abt Associates, August 17. : : :
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FLIPPER SEAL OF A)PPROVAL
”I"itI‘O JCUOH

The Fl:pper Seal of Approval is a mtemauonal seal- of—approval program run by
Farihtrust, a nonprofit wildlife conservation group. The Flipper program is solely interested in-
protecting dolphins from fishing practices that maim and kill dolphins. The program is designed
to encourage tuna companies to purchase tuna caught by dolphin-safe fishing pracuces and to

take proactive effort to protect dolphms and promote their wclfare

The thper program examines aH facets of a company’s corporate pohcy that may affect
dolpt iins, including the fishing techniques of tuna suppliers, activities of subsidiaries and parent
~ companies, and involvement in dolphin protection efforts. Tuna firms that apply for and meet -
the program’s standards for "dolphin-saving” can license and display the Flipper Seal on their
tuna products. Flipper standards are more stringent than those established by the Dolphin
Protection, Consumer Informatron Act (DPCIA), a Federal law that-took effect in September
1991. One of Flipper’ s goals is to help the tuna consuming public distinguish between those
companjes that are actively dolphm savmg, as opposed to those which merely meet the

rr,qurrcments of DPCIA. . R ' ‘ S -

The thpcr Seal of Approval is endorsed by 23 environmental organizations from around
the world. There are currently seven tuna companies in the U.S. and other countries that are
licensed with the thper Seal of Approval

S tmcture

. Earthtrust, a nonprofit tax-exempt wildlife preservation organization based in Kailuna,
Hawaii, is the sole licensor for the Flipper Seal of Approval.” Other Earthtrust campaigns-
include the Driftnet Campaign, the Save the Whales Campaign, Pro;oct Delphrs (researchin the
mental abilities of dolphins), and the Asian Wildlife Initiative. ,

The Earth Island Institute (EII) of San Francisco, the leadmg conservatron orgamzatlon
monitoring the tuna industry, established the licensing standards which Flipper uses. "EII also
~ runs the tuna company monitoring program in cooperation with other delphin conservation
- groups. ‘

Award Proceﬁs

The Flipper program uses the same standards for dolphin safety as Earth Island Institute
(EII). The monitoring program is run by EII and other conservation organizations, which have
access to the factories, loading docks, and purchasmg/sales records of certrﬁed tuna firms.

According to program hterature “the thper program contracts mclude the nght to
examirne ruords of hcensed tuna compames and to place observers in company facrhtles If

/4
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found t be in viclation of the agrecment, the company {8 first Warned; its licensing of the
Flipper Seal is revoked if problems are not corrected." (Earthtrust, 1992)

To receive the Flipper Seal of Approval, a tuna cornpany must agree to:
1) ©  Maintain a corporate policy to kill no dolphins;

2) Enforce thlS pohcy in all of its operauons worldwrde mcludmg its subsrdranes and their
v parent compames, : ‘

- 3) \Iot purchase proce';s or sell any tuna that was caught by dnftnets or gillnets, or by the
~ intentional setting of purse seme nets on dolphms

4) Allow independent monitoring personnel to examine records and operatlons at the tuna
‘ S fimm’s factoues and docks \in_order to cemfy c0mphance

o Rt.qmre its supphers to prov1de credible guarantees that dolphins were not harmed in the
capture of tuna,

. “ 6) Provxde the thper program w1th any mformatlon on dolphm unsafe practlces of which

gt beeomes aware;

7 Pay an annual hcensmg fee to the thper program thch helps fund the global
| momtormg program .

8) Work mternatxonally to support the concept and practlce of dolphm safe seafood as an
- example of corporate environmental responsibility; and

9)‘” | ‘Engage in pro -active dolphm protectlon activities, ‘such as educatxonal programs, to
T further promote the welfare of dolphms (Earthtrust 1992)

Re{'erences

Banhtrus “”1992 thpe“ Seal of Approval Informatxon Klt

. Madison, KT, Media Coordmator Flipper Seal of Approval program 1992 Personal
" communication with Abt Assoc1ates

San Dzego Umon-Tnbune 1992 "thper s Face on Tuna Savmg Dolphms Group
Says," Iune 8. ‘
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L S0, I’()?.ES.T CONSERVATI’O.\' FROGRAM .

SCS's Forest Conservation Program (FCP) is designed to evaluate forest management and
tiniher harvesting practices. According to SCS, the program’s goal is to "provide independent
feedback to timber operation managers regarding the relative sustainability of their practices, and
to assist retailers, product manufacturers and...consumers in their efforts to make sensible wood -
purchasing decisions." (SCS, 1993a) ’ '

SCS uses a 100 point index to evaluate the managemént of forestland tracts (called
"management units") by timber operations with respect to the following three program elements,
or evaluation categories: ' ' ' ' '

. sustainability of timber resources
s . forest ecosystem maintenance i
e socio-economic benefits to the surrounding community.

A set of site-specific evaluation criteria are selected for each category by an * interdisciplinary

Evaluation Team." For example, relative sustainability of timber resources may be measured
" through the rate of harvest as compared to growth, the age of the trees harvested, long term
productivity of the harvest sites, and harvesting efficiency. For each category, a score on a
normalized, 100 point scale is assessed after the examination of these criteria. (SCS, 1993b)
These scores reflect the extent to which the timber operation under review meets the ideal

maragenient practices (as defined by the Evaluation Team) for its own management units. A
" timber operation under review is not directly compared against other timber operations.

SCS gathers data for its analysis from information supplied by the landowner and field
data collected by the Evaluation Team. If necessary, SCS will verify the landowner supplied
information through observation and field sampling. A periodic monitoring program is installed
by SCS to ensure that participating timber operations continue to meet standards.

Timber operations that have been thoroughly evaluated may commuhicate SCs’ s finding
via marketing claims to the public through a special label developed by SCS. :

" Structure ‘ - L

For each evaluation, SCS organizes an Evaluation Team composed of SCS staff and
“contract/consultant field-level personnel with expertise in relevant disciplines (e.g., forestry,
~ wildlife ecology, hydrology, sociology and natural resource economics).” (SCS, 1993a) A field
team made up of members of the Evaluation Team makes on-site visits of the management units
to gather data. - - : ' ' B
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" the scope of the study,‘ and delineates rights and responsrbxhnes for each party. The txmber‘

operation may use the results of the study in marketplace claims only if the scope of the study
mcludes nll e»a]uat"w‘” n categories “for all of its management units. (SCS, 1993a)

o Stage II. Assem ling the Evaluation Team
After the contract has been drawn up, SCS assembles an ‘Evaluation Team, composed of
SCS staff and “contract/consultant field-level personnel with expertlse in relevant disciplines."
e The esxgnates a field team to gather field data, and is itself responsible for
ili ng “all pemnent avallable information on the property s resource
ement plans in order to arrive at criterion-specific scoring for each of the

-

The Eva]uatxon” Team collects quantxtatwe and observational information about resource
condmons on the property and the landowner’s management plans for the area. Information
sources mclude . t

. ‘plans and data subrmtted by the lando“ ner:

. empmcal data and obsewatl s gathered by the ﬁeld team

po“ ulatxon statlstlcs
. ‘ “ local, statem or federal forestry agencies that monitor forest practloes or are
L fam ar w1th the SUbJGCt property,
. intery ews‘ w1th non- governmental orgamzatlons employees and commumty

- thembers who are famxhar ‘with the SUbJeCt property
SCS notes that the management plans of the landowner wexgh very heav11y in the
evaluation, and are scrutinized for their "technical veracxty and overall implementability." (SCS,

1993a)

| Stage Iv: Cnterxon Selectlon and Wexghtmg

- From a pre-estabhshed set of potentlal cntena the most relevant cntena as deﬁned by

the Evaluatlon Team, are used for the data evaluatlon If ﬁeld data mdlcates a need, the




évaluation criteria may be modified to "better focus. on key ground-level parameters and -
- conditions" for the specific site. (SCS, 1993a) Criteria are then weighted by their relative
importance, also as determined by the Evaluation Team. - ‘ '

 Stage V: Performance Ranking

. After the criteria have been chosen and the data have been analyzed, the Evaluation Team
"assesses the extent to. which management of the selected land tract mects the underlying -
objectives and goals associated with each evaluation criterion.” According to SCS, performance .
of a timber operation is measured relative to the full attainment of sustainable forestry objectives
for those management units under review. A timber operation under review is not compared
against other timber operations, although in practice various evaluation criteria for different
timber operations may be very similar.- Timber operations are scored on a normalized 100 point
scale. (SCS, 1993a) ‘ o : ‘ ‘ -

.Sf:ﬁge VI: Chain~0f;C1xs'tody Review

" 1In ‘order to make marketing claims based on SCS’s evaluation, manufacturers and
retailers using raw timber or finished products that are derived from evaluated sources must
. undergo a "chain-of-custody” review. A chain-of-custody review uses various tracking and
tagging techniques to verify that all the participants along the distribution chain are handling the
product that was originaily evaluated by SCS. (SCS, 1993a) . - ‘

Stage VII: Awarding Certification

SCS has developed a labeling system to convey evaluation results for those companies
that have undergone a "sufficiently thorough" evaluation and wish to communicate their findings -
to the public. Timber operations must receive scores above 60 for each of the program elements

“in order to make a public claim. These operations are designated as "Well-Managed." Timber -
" operations which place in the top 10 percent of the "Well-Managed" - category are further
:dentified as "State-of-the-Art." (SCS, 19932) :

References
SCS, 1993a. Fact sheet: "Tﬁe SCS Forest Consef,vation Program."
SCS and the Collins Pine Company, 1993b. Joint preés release: "New, Scientific

Approach‘to Build Consensus on the Protection of Jobs, Trees, and Wildlife Unveiled -
Program Launched with Study of Model U.S. Timber Operation.”
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VWAL MART

The nation's third largest retailer announced in August 1989 that it would promote
products “that have been improved to prevent lasting environmental problems by means of a
shelf labeling program. (Fisher, 1989) "The Wal-Mart tag does not say the product is safe.
What it does say is an improvement has been made," - said Paul Higham, vice president of
marketing. "If you try to have something that is a shorteut, like a symbol, people might assume
it is safe or not. You might not be as dcﬁmtlve as you ought to be." (Fisher, 1991)

In October of that year, products began appearing on its shelves accompamed by shelf
‘tags -commending the manufacturers and noting the specific environmental improvement.
Manufacturers requested labeling from Wal-Mart and provided documentation, and Wal-Mart
made the final decision on the shelf tag. (Fisher, 1989) Wal-Mart also set up recyclmo
'collectlon centers in the parkmg Tots of its 1,500 stores across the. country.

Wal-Mart ended its shel f labeling program in 1992, for a, numbcr of reasons. The main
problem was that varying state laws made it difficult and expensive to make environmental
claims, and the risk of breaking a law in one of their numerous stores outweighed the benefits.
Jan Maulden, Environmental Marketing Manager, cited New York’s law on recycling claims as
- well as state laws in Florida, South Carolina and California as limiting environmental marketing
* activity in those areas. Since.the shelf labeling programs were run by the corporate office but
implemented by each individual store there was a concern that some mislabeling would occur.
Wal-Mart has a shelf label promoting products made in America; problems with this program
~were the subject of an ABC "Nightline" exposé that generated a great deal of negatwe publicity.

Another significant worry for the legal department at Wal- Mart was that consumers may
be misperceiving the shelf tags as a general approval of the product’s "environmental

- friendliness" and that Wal-Mart would be liable for making misleading claims. A further Jegal

comphcatlon was that Wal-Mart was relying on information provided by the suppliers; thus, it
‘was necessary to develop a "paper trail" to track the claim back to its original source. . A final
concern was that suppliers may complain that a shelf label would make an unfair comparison
between two brands, a]though this had not yet become a problem ~ . '

Currently, Wal-Mart is trying different approaches to promoting envrronmcntal products,
mostly by educating consumers about environmental issues and encouraging marketers to -make
~ environmental improvements. . In Lawrence, Kansas, an "environmental demonstration store”

is opening that will serve as a test site for different marketing programs. Shelf labels will be |
used, but they will not promote specific products; instead, they will "tell corporate stories" —
acknowledging companies for general improvements made to products or packaging. There will -
-also be a number of "genenc" signs with mformatron on environmental issues.
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WHOLE EARTH ACCESS

Whole Earth Access is a chain of six retail stores in the San Francisco Bay area operated
. “by Basic Living Products, Inc., of Emeryville, California, It was originally associated wiih the -
AVhale Earth Catalog, a long-time source of cnvironmental and socially conscious products, but .
‘the stores are not direct retail outlets for products offered in the Whole Earth Catalog.

. Whole Earth Access does some shelf labeling “to highlight products- that are an
alternative to mainstream America," according to buyer Brenda Tong. The labeling is
‘determined by each merchandise’ buyer based on manufacturer claims, combined with whatever
‘additional information each buyer deems necessary to verify the claim. Ms. Tong often requests
onal inf n fro facturers and “personally tests" products. In addition, she will
shelf label if it has already been. certified by SCS or approved by Puople for
ment of Animals (PETA). . :

“;:thc Ethical T

- Although Whole Earth stores have promo ironmentally friendly" products for the
15 years of their existence, there does not seem to be a cohesive program. Shari Rigdon,
* Advertising Manager for the company, says that Whole Earth does not "do that corporate stuff.”
~ (Rigdon, 1992) Since each store and buyer marks products as they see fit, the corporation does
~not keep track ‘of the number or types of products that are promoted as “"environmentally

“friendly." Some products marked include unbleached bed sheets and greeting cards made with

“recycled paper.

“References

‘Tong, Brenda, 1992. Whole Earth Access, personal cominunication with Abt Associates,
- September 25, 1992.

Access, personal communication with Abt Associates,
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SCIENTIFIC CERTIFICATION SYSTEM’S

ENVIRONMENTAL CLAIMS CERTIFICATION
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‘ tification Systems (SCS), single claim certification is designed
sndent ‘assurance that specific environmental claims made by manufacturers”
cant environmental accomplishments.” (SCS, 1992a) To date,
certified in the areas of: “

1o provide "i
e ol Al e
re acurate a

gre than 50

‘Recycled Content (state-of-the-art)

Recycling Rates by Material :
‘Biodegradability =
., Energy Efficiency

Water Efficiency

No Smog Producing Ingredients (VOCs)

"o e e @t ele

... After a product has been certified, its packaging may display an "authorized certification
emblem" accompanied by an exact description of the verified claim. SCS emphasizes consumer

d“t‘;cat_iwion by providing product shelf signs, information printed on the products, and special
“educational material prépared by manufacturers and retailers. ‘

~ In 1991, SCS announced joint efforts to es nvironmental claims review
_ “program for Home Depot, a nationwide retailer. Under this program, SCS is working with
"Home Depot to verify the accuracy and significance of claims made for products that Home
"Depot stocks. " SCS also started similar programs in 1992 with the Home Center Institute and
‘the National Retail Hardware Association, which are two trade associations that represent the

entire retail ware and b 1mprovementmdustry(SCS,1992b)

tageII |

aff.  If necessary, additional product testing may be required to confirm the
formation T .
Stage TI: CS perforts on-sie nspections 6 veriy information.

Stage IV:

SCS performs an audit of detalled plant records

CS consults independent databases to compare the product’s attributes with the

- “Stage‘Vt “
: mdustry norm.

Certification is issued or denied.

“j‘wStage VI o




FLINY

Stage VIT:  Monitoring: Once ceniﬁbation is awarded, SCS reviews and updates certification
records on an annual basis to make sure that the certified product continues to
perform to required specifications. Quarterly monitoring is required for recycled
content and recycling rate certifications. ' ‘ ~
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHOICE AUSTRALIA

The stated goals of the Environmental Choice Australia (ECA) Program are to ensure that
"environmental claims made about products and services are both meaningful and truthful" and
that "consumers and the providers of products and services are educated and informed on the
environmental impacts of products and services." (ECA, 1992) To these ends, in October 1991,
Australia initiated an environmental claim verification program, education and-information
programs, environmental legislation, and programs that encourage manufacturers to lessen
environmental impacts throughout their design and production processes. ‘

" The ECA program is currently undergoing a review as part of the original agreement
made between ECA and the Australian and New Zealand Environment Conservation Council.
(ANZECC). Some.of the proposed changes include: 1) a requirement that all products
participating in ECA must.meet all relevant Australian regulations and State and Commonwealth
environmental legislation; and 2) a classification of environmental claims into broad categories

such as "reduced resource usage” and "reduced energy use". (Doyle, 1992)

"According to sodrces at the ECA, the program has encountered significant resistance
from industry. Industry groups hold the view that government involvement in environmental
advertising "should be confined to ... education" and that "industry should be self-regulating.”
To this end, some industry groups have developed their own "codes of ethics and charters.”
(Doyle, 1993) o ' : o -

ECA also relates that they are having some problems with consumer understanding of
the logo. Even though all of ECA’s educational materials emphasize that ECA only verifies a
manufacturer’s environmental claims, consumers continue to interpret the presence of the logo
on a product as an endorsement of that product by the program. ‘

Structure

Environmental Choice Australia is run under the auspices of ANZECC, the Australian -
and New Zealand Environmen: Conservation Council. The Commonwealth Environment
Minister oversees the program on behalf of  ANZECC. Environmental Choice Australia is
expected to harmonize closely with Environmental Choice New Zealand. :

In addition to ANZECC, a Scientific Committee has been proposed to provide advice on ‘
environmental claim verification, definition of terms, and testing processes to be used to validate
claims. Also, a broadly-based Advisory Committee including representatives from government,
industry, consumer, and environmental groups consults on all aspects of Environmental Choice.

"The Commonwealth has advised it will provide the running costs for administration of

the scheme, covering the secretariat, random testing, Commiftee costs, ofﬁcve‘a‘ccommodation
and equipment.” (ECA, 1992) - ' - o : .
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. Envirenmental Claim Verification Process

. ' *Favironmental Choice Australia is a voluntary program that gives government approval
~ to those product environmental claims that can be tested and quantified. If a manufacturer and
its product pass the required tests, the product may display the Environmental Choice logo. The
text 6n the logo reads "Environmental Claims Checked by Environmental Choice Australia.”
Environmental Choice has categorized possible claims as follows:

" 1) claims that can be quantified;
~.2) claims dependent upon common understanding of terms used;
3) meaningless claims;
4) misleading claims.

‘ap‘pl‘y‘inmg‘ for verification are not allowed to use claims that fall under
Tor example, a verified product cannot claim that it is free of a specific
chemical which is ot usually contained in that type of product anyway. Products can claim to
be free of an ingredient only if they present an "analytical report from a recognised laboratory”
that supports that claim. According to the program, " [a]ll products submitted for verification
of their claims will have to be formulated to do what they are supposed to do," although their
effectiveness is not measured as part of the verification. '

S M
© " catégeries (3) or

Mapufacturers w

SN B Fnsure that the interests of consume ‘ ed by the development of product
: ... testing procedures designed to ensure the integrity of product environmental claims.

2. Verfy oru‘?tﬁ?ﬁsﬁ claims concerning environmental benefits by appropriate testing

. procedures “using where necessary ‘approved laboratories, and advise Environmental
- Choice of the way in which claims have been verified.

Lt e R e D “with standard definitions

%" developed by Environmental Choice in conjunction with interested parties, for example,
. “biodegradable” or "recyclable." S

' ‘ S “ ' R RN E '

Ensure  that all product claims use words in accordan

i * ge eaningless or illusionary statements including pictures and
"~ graphics implying the product is "environmentally safe,” "environmentally beneficial,"

" "harmonious with the environment" or the like in product claims, advertising, or
. promotional material. CU T B

| 5.”‘:“ "' Relate all Snvironmental ]almstothe manufacture,composmon, or use of the prdduct .
- including disposal of packaging‘én‘cgi”sqb“séqﬁéht‘déébmgjdsition. ’

6. ici oice in pro g ‘manufacturing, packaging and
” al impact on the environment, as well as seck to




10,

remove processes that have a detrimental impact on the environment in the production,
use and/or disposal of products and/or services.

Collaborate with Environmcntal Choice in the development of and participation in

_ consumer education Programs, and prepare and distribute information to consumers

which will enhdnce the community's awareness of environmental issues relevant to the

“participant’s products and services, and the lesser impacts of the participant’s prodirct on

the environment.

.o

Ensure that they and their staff are familiar .with, and'corhply with, the provisions of the |
Environmental Choice Code of Ethics.’ ‘

Refrain from promoting or marketing products with harmful environmental impacts on
the basis of a minor environmental benefit, such as-a toxic product marketed in a

. reusable container..

~ Refrain from words that would not éenérally be u‘ride'rst(')od by the ’t'ave'rage shopper”

when making environmental claims. S

Enforcement

Environmental Choice Australia states that it will perform random testing of products and

services to ensure that providers of products and services, regardless of whether they participate

in. the Environmental Choice program, remain honest. Because they are a governmental

organization, they have the authority to prosecute manufacturers who make false claims. Fines.
up to $100,000 (companies) and $20,000 (individuals) may be levied on those parties who are

caught making false product claims. ‘ ' ' ‘ ‘ S
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EPA ENFRGY STAR COMPUTERS PROGRAM

In June 1992, the EPA launched the Energy Star Compulers program to promote the
introduction and use of energy efficient personal computers, printers, and peripherals. Designed
as a voluntary partnership effort between EPA and the computer industry, each participating
company has agreed to introduce computers, monitors, or printers that switch to a low power |
state when left idle. In the low power state, a computer component drops its power draw to 30
watts or less, a 50-75 percent rc'd‘uction} compared to normal power draw. ~Companies that
. market qualifying products may use the EPA Energy Star logo to identify those products. EPA
- emphasizes that the purpose of the Energy Star logo is to promote energy efficiency only, and

that EPA does not endorse any particular product. Participants in the program are required to
note this wherever and whenever the logo- is used.’ The first logos are scheduled to appear on
June 17, 1993. ‘ : : :

, As of June 1993, 70 companies had signed on as "partners," accounting for 60 percent
of U.S. computer sales, and 80 percent of laser printer sales. Included in this List of 70
" companies are large, high profile manufacturers such as IBM, Apple, Hewlett Packard, and
Compaq. In his Earth Day 1993 address, President Clinton released an Executive Order that
- directs the various agéncies of the federal government, the largest purchaser of computer
equipment in the world, to purchase only desktop computer equipment that meets Energy Star
specifications, provided that they are available commercially and meet performance needs. EPA |
is also encouraging consumers to.buy. computers with the Energy Star logo through a corporate
purchasing program modeled after EPA’s Green Lights program. (Johnson, 1993)

Computer systems currently account for 5 percent of the electricity used by the
commercial sector, and this figure may increase to as much as 10 percent by the year 2000.
© EPA estimates that by the year 2000, the Energy Star program will reduce annual carbon dioxide
emissions by 20 million tons, or the equivalent of the emissions of five million cars. Significant
reductions of sulfur dioxide (140,000 tons/year) and nitrogen oxides (75,000 tons/year) are also
expected. .(Hansen, 1993) Since much of the technology used to make computers energy
efficient has been readily available in laptop and portable systems for some time, manufacturers
expect to convert many of their product lines with virtually no increase in cost or decrease in
performance. (Johnson, 1993) T - -
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Huming off exrstmg computers S

' THE EPA ENERGY TARTM LOGO
A ‘The EPA ENERGY STARTM logo may be used to identify products that quahfy

The ENERGY STARTM Iogo makes its debut‘ one year;'f‘rom“}the taunchmg of the
ﬂ‘_program. on “June 17,1993

"EPA seeks only to promote energy efficiency and doe endorse eny‘p“énicula'r
company or lts products thns wrll be noted by Partners wherever the logo is used

- EPA COMMITMENTS |

in protec ” g the ehvironment

. “‘Prornote‘ publ f energy-efficient computers” -

s  Encourage compames to buy products bearing the ENERGY STAR™ logo through its

e " Work with U.S. ‘agencres to encourage Federal procurement of products bearing the
ENERGY STAFtTM Iogo when evaluatmg apprommately equxvalent prodUcts




ENERGY STAR PRINTERS PARTNER COMMiTMENTS:

.

sugml o EPA
o G&\of' - COMPUTEHS

s

EFA POLLUTION PREVENTER

SUMMARY OF PRINTER AGREEMENT |

Voluntary partnership agreément betwée'nEPA and Printer Manufacturers ’

Introduce printers capable of entering a low-power idle state:

Printer Speed - Default Time to Max Powerin _
(Pages Per Minute) Low-Power State ..ldle State-
~ ' (Minutes) (Watts)
1-7 18 30
8- 14 30 30
15 and above, 60 45
& color laser printers,’ ‘

Educate customers about the energy savings and pollution prevention potential of energy
efficient printers o ' ‘

THE EPA ENERGY STAR™ 'LOGO“._“

EPA COMMITMENTS: -

The EPA ENERGY STAR™ logo used to identify products that qualify
The ENERGY STAR™ logo makes its debut June 17, 1993

EPA seeks only to promote energy-efficiency and does not endorse any ;ﬁa'rticula'r
company or its products; this fact will be noted by Partners wherever the logo is used

v

Recognize Partner for its public service in protecting the environment

- Promote public awarenéss of enevrgy'-efficient computer equipment

Encourage comparﬁes to buy products beén‘hg the ENERGY STAR™ loggj through its

voluntary puichasing programs -

'Wq'rk with U.'S; agencies to encourage Fédera’l'procurément of printers bearing the ‘
ENERGY STAR™ logo when evaluating approximately equivalent products
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' C(jl_.\'CIL FOR ECONOZ\ﬂC PRIORITIES’ SHOPPI.\"G FOR A BETTER WORLD
‘ Introduét'ion ' | ‘

In 1988 the Council for Economic Priorities (CEP) publishéd the first edition of a book
- titled Shopping for a Better World, in which producers of consumer goods and services are
ranked on the basis of a wide variety of criteria. ‘In addition to environmental issues (such as.
the amount of toxic substances that the company releases), companies are judged based on such
social issues as the advancement of minorities and women to top level management, the level
of investments in South Africa, and donations to charity. ~ =~ » »

. The 1989 editioﬁ of the book rates 138 manufacturers of 1,600 ¢onsumer products. The
book resembles a collection of report cards, rating companies with a three-tiered check ),
check plus ¢/ +), or check minus ¢/ -) for each category. T

- A new edition.of Shopping for a Better World. for teenagers, ‘calléd Student ‘Shopping for

" a Better World, was published in 1992. In this book, CEP uses a different rating system (A =

excellent, C = average, F = failed) and new criteria (listéed below) to update their

environmental ratings. If a company has become "greener" since the last publication, it will be
recognized for improvements in its overall environmental performance.

- Structure

‘ The review process at CEP is relatively informal. CEP staff decide on which criteria they -
fee! capable of assessing, which generally includes non-scientific data. With the criteria in
place, the Environmental Ratings Researcher examines the companies and awards the ratings.

P

" Process

The Environmental Ratings Researcher uses the list of criteria created by the CEP staff and
.compares companies within an industry against one another, taking into consideration the size
and financial stature of a'company. The environmentally oriented criteria that CEP will use for
the next edition are as follows: ' o ‘

. toxic release inventory: the amount and nature of pollutants released to the -
environment - ' '

. toxic reductions . : : ‘ .

. disposal techniques: how they dispose of chemicals and waste

. superfund sites . '

o hazardous products _

o formal environmental policy of the company

. where responsibility lies in the company

. compliance with regulations

®

recycled content, of packaging
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‘amount of packaging .
_ office recycling: what they recycle and how much
sustainable use of raw materials and waste reduction: what they do to consene
Tesources o : :
" eriergy conservation
" donations to environmental organizations
~purchasing practices B
" cdifimunity health issues
accident record (Jonathan Rose, CEP, 1992)

If a company is on the borderline between ratings once the above criteria are assessed, CEP will
look at a company’s litigation record and technological improvements.

her gathers information from a number of di erent sources: 1) questionnaires
es; 2) prinfed material and interviews with company officials; 3) specialized
as such as EPA, Grecnpeace and the Natural Resources Defense Council; and 4)
and government agencies. T Tt o

, CE hies with the information that they used to assess its
that the company will be given. The company is allowed to respond to its

. Ina 1989 poll of 1,000 buyer ho World, CEP found that 78
percent had switched brands because of ratings in the book, that 64 percent referred to the book .
“wheneve opped” and that 97 percent considered the environment "their top or near top
ority Jerry's has started using Shopping for a Better World ratings as a factor in
¢hoosing suppliers, while Borden executives "planned to recommend specific improvements” to
the company in order to receive high ratings. (CEP, 1989) As of 1991, more than 850,000

copies of Shopping for a Beitér World had been sold.

T
YT
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SCIENTIFIC CERTIFICA TION SYSTEM’S
| FNVIRONMENTAL REPORT CARD

PRODUCT & PACKAGING: @BETTER‘ , . 8 WDRSEV

TYPE OF BURDEN ) AMT%

LOWER BURDENS ‘ HEAVIER BURDENS

COAL, OIL, GAS (non-fuel)
 MINERALS

\.2 g

;,,;. G
CARBON DlOX{DE

'CARBON MONOXIDE 6g
SULFUR OXIDES 199
NITROGEN OXIDES  -* 79
HYDROCARBONS 40g
_ PARTICULATES 3g
UNCLASSIFIED 0.008 g
HAZARDOQUS 500 mg

OZONE LAYER DEPLETERS 0 _

TOTAL SOLIDS

OXYGEN DEPLETERS sl
Joxic 4
S UNCIASSIFIED "0 3
HAZARDOUS 2,600 g §
10,000x

1-800-EC0-FACTS

SCIENTIFIC CERTIFICATION SYSTEMS % PER 122 GRAMS OF PAINT SOLIDS




:SCS ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT CARD

~ The Environmental Report Card approach to environmental labeling involves the
Yéategarization and inventory of environmental burdens (such as carbon dioxide emissions or the
" “amount of hazardous solid waste generated) associated with the life-cycle of an industrial system
related to a specific consumer product.” The report card lists these burdens directly, and also
srovides a bar graph representation of these burdens on an exponential scale. This scale reflects
the potential range of burdens for all consumer products, enabling the reader to compare
roducts not only within the same category, but across other categories as well. In theory, the
_report card is an impartial instrument with which to present multiple criteria, the idea being that
“consuiniers cart Select products based on criteria of particular concern to them. At this time, only
“Scientific Certification Systems (formerly Green Cross) is offering a version of this method of
" environmental labeling, with its LCI-based Environmental Report Card. As of mid-1993, the
'SCS Report Card appeared on nine products, including trash bags, recycled fabric clothing, and
'spray paint. R S |

. Initiated in 1989 bs rtification Systems, the Green Cross Environmental
‘Centification Program was an independent, not-for-profit certification program, with the stated
" goal of "verifying the accuracy and significance of environmental claims on products.” SCS has
© “recently consolidated all of its certification programs (including Green Cross) under its own
sname and has ppiiéd for 501(c)(3) non-profit tax exempt status, partly in response to criticism
over possible conflicts of interest dué to the for-profit nature of the parent corporation. SCS
- aiso recently announced its alliance with the Good Housekeeping Institute, which will advise
_ SCS on various product issues. "~ e T

. The stated long term program goals for SCS are to 1) support consumers’ efforts to
., optimize their product choices with "coherent, comprehensive environmental information"; 2)
provide companies with independent feedback about the environmental ramifications of their.
products; 3) encourage manufacturers’ efforts to meet the highest environmental standards in
* product design and production; 4) build a consensus on what constitutes a significant

environmental claim; and 5) help policy makers to set down effective environmental policy.

S“CS'QTMIab‘eling program has evolved into three distinct areas: 1).env';roninental claim
 certification (e.g., recycled content, biodegradable) (see Section 2.3); 2) significant multi-
~ . attribute claims (e.g., the Forest Conservation Program); and 3) the "Environmental Report

o, § Environmenta Report Cardis based on a "life-cycle inventory" (LCI). LClis the
first step of the "life-cycle assessment” (LCA) procedure, which involves a cradle-to-grive
cvalgatiqn of the environmental burdens (resource depletion, energy consumption, air and wiier




emissions, and solid wastes) - associated with the raw material extraction, - manufacture,
transportation, use, and disposal of a product. Under SCS's LCI, inputs and outputs under the
following categories are quantified for each stage of material extraction, manufacturing, use, and
. disposal: ' S -

resource depletion
gnergy use. "
air emissions ‘
water emissions -
solid waste generation

For each labeled product, the SCS Environmental Report Card lists approximately twenty -
categories of environmental burdens. According to SCS, these categories have been selected to
be consistent with Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, and Resource. Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) regulations. A numerical value is provided for each burden; these values are
derived by studying the life-cycle of the industrial system associated with. the product (e.g., kg -
of carbon dioxide released during manufacture). ' :

. The LCI analysis is based’ on the philosophy that while the ultimate fate or effect of an

‘environmental emission is not clear, it is reasonable to assume that the less emissio_n'released,
or the less resource used, the better for the environment. Once the LCI has been completed,
- the results are presented on the Report Card label, which consists of a bar graph, with an entry
for each category of environmental burden. Displayed in an exponential, scale, the bar graph
documents the "environmental burden” of the labeled product by displaying a bar for each of
20-0dd different environmental impacts that are measured. The bars run horizontally across the
page, with smaller bars indicating "less" environmental burden and longer bars indicating
"more" environmental burden. Also included on the label are the numerical values for an impact
category,” which may range anywhere from zero (e.g., 0 kg of carbon dioxide released) to some
highest value as determined by the product which is the most offensive in that particular
category.. : : : ' :

, The Report Card has been referred to as the environmental equivalent of a nutritional
label, and is designed to "provide a full disclosure to the public of the known/calculated input
and output burdens...associated with a particular product.” This provision of information by the
" Report Card confers upon it an advantage over a standard seal-of-approval environmental
certification program, which only considers "a subset of [all] input and output categories" in its
evaluation process. (SCS 1992b) SCS selected the report card approach over the seal approach
in order to "ensure that environmental trade-offs were not overlooked...and to fmd a mechdnism
capable of representing the full spectrum of environmental performance in products.” (SCS,
1993) SCS emphasizes that the Report Card simply provides information to the consumer, and
neither advocates nor condemns a particular product. - ‘

However, the Report Card has been criticized as being overly complex for the average
shopper, and its presence may be construed as an endorsement by SCS'despite its claims of
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product category must carry the Report Card
mong them )

on, many products within one

néutrality. In addi
‘ ake comparison

in order for the

SCS Report Card Certification is a multi-step process, involving identification and
“quantification of inputs and outputs for every stage of a product’s life cycle, site inspections,
record audits, emissions sampling and testing, and quarterly monitoring (if certified).

- Structure

W ' UMM e el T R e R ey e el R ‘ ' ‘ o
. ' Approximately a dozen people are working on the Environmental Report Card staff,

although SCS is planning to increase this number in the near future: Typically three or four
cople are involved in a certification evaluation. '

Certification Process
F Aspresented by SCS in a 1992 document, the Certification process has nine stages, and
takes place over the course Of a year's production (SCS 1992b) The process is outlined as
follows: o L | | |

Phase I.

§tage I:w Deﬁfine“Project

Identify product(s) to beé evaluated.

Define system(s) of inputs and outputs.

Define project objectives. '
'Write proposal.

Identify project manager and client technical teams.

P 0O

Stage TI: Prepare Flow Diagrams

a. Collect existing flow diagmmg/ schematics from client.
b, Prepare flow diagrams for each component of system, including all potential inputs and
outputs GGee flow diagram). .

Stage III: Prepare Inventory Data Sheets

‘ver‘itbxr_‘f,:f dataheets for each component identified in flow diagrams.
Deter “‘med“‘g;ocum‘eﬁtatiod for initial documentation review (e.g. invoices for
materi purchases). 0 T T

(s

should be physically inspected.




Stage TV: Site Irx.épectiens (2-3 visits/site) -

Rewew inventory shcets '

© Assist in completion of inventory sheets where addmonal data’ are needed

Examine technical processes to ensure full consideration of factors

‘Confirm flow diagrams and make necessary changes. :
Conduct preliminary review of relevant documentatlon mcludmg dxscussmns wrth client
techmcal team. ‘

o a0 o

Stage V: Data Management

a. Prepare data input sheets and input data Reductlon of Raw Data
b. . Conduct data quality review. ‘ ;
c. Perform necessary calculatlons and 16V1SIOHS

‘Stage VI: Presentation of Findings to Client

- a. Submit detailed LCI repo_rt:
b.. -+ Review report with client.

' Phase II.

Stage VII: Final Auditing and T%ting

~ Full audit of records, invoices, and support-documentation.
. Sampling and testing to conﬂrm emissions data.
" 'Final inspection: -
Development of Quarterly Update Cemﬁcatron Plan.

oo o

Stage VIII: Peer Revrew
Stage IX: Certification

a. Issuance of full report, with executive summary descnbmg dara quality, and
' corresponding Environmental Report Card. Before the report or the Report Card may
be released to the public, the applicant must satisfy all federal and state environmental
regulations. Companies are free to publish their Report Cards, provided that the more
in-depth study reports are made available upon request to the public.

Stage X: Monitoring

a. Once a Report Card has'been‘pﬁblished, SCS mbnitors company performanee on an
annual basis, with recycled content monitored quarterly. The monitoring plan includes -
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such components as review of emissions reports, reverification of material sourcing,
random resampling and testing, examination of plant records, etc. (SCS 1992b, 1993)

The client pays for-testing fees but doés not pay any licénsing or royalty fees.
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PESTICIDE LABELING UNDER THE FEDERAL INSECTICIDE, FUNGICIDE, AND
RODENTICIDE ACT - T , I * |

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), first enacted in 1947
and subsequently amended, requires the registration of pesticides and pesticide producers with
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Pesticides, as defined by FIFRA, are substances
designed to prevent, destroy, repel, or mitigate any pests, or to regulate, defoliate, or desiccate
plants. ' . 3 : ‘ o

Each of the 600-odd pesticide active ingredients in use today must pass a set of health
and safety standards in order to be approved for registration, or in the case of chemicals
~ registered before 1984, a reregistration. (Tweedy, et al., 1991) As part of registration or .
reregistration, the labelling of each product is reviewed and approved by the Agency.

Pesticide Labeling

( FIFRA requires labels to appear on the containers of every pesticide product sold in the
U.S., and imposes standards and restrictions regarding the wording and format (40 CFR
§156.10) As outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), a pesticide label must clearly

" and prominently display the following information: o : '

a) The name, brand, or trademark under which the product is sold;
b) The name and address of the producer, registrant, ‘or person for whom produced,;
¢) The net contents (weight or measure); o

d) The product registration number; '

e) The producing establishment number;

f) An ingredient statement, , y

g) Warnings and precautionary statements;

h) The directions for use; and o

{) The use classification(s) (restricted use).

- All required label text must be set in 6 point type or larger, and must.appear in English. The

Agency, however, may require additional text in other languages if it is considered necessary
in-protecting the public health. ' : -

The Office of Pesticides Prdgrams (OPP) at EPA reviews eaCh‘pesticidé label 'm(“vidually
to ensure appropriateness and accuracy. (Frane, 1993) The particular environmental or health
effects of a pesticide may prompt EPA to require additional warnings or messages to be included

on its label (e.g., groundwater advisory statements, chronic hazard warnings).
The various componénts,éf the label are discussed in more detail below. Label

féquirements as described below are taken from the 40 CFR. §156.10. The regulations set only
broad guidance on label content. In practice, the Agency has wide latitude to requ'ire, or-accept,
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vatenients that deviate from t

‘ ilatio hat are accepted reflect
variitions Based on product type and use. - ‘

A. \'ame, brand or trademark: The name that appears on the label must be registered with
- the EPA, and not be false or misleading.

B. Name and address of the producer, registrant, or person for whom produced: If the
registrant's name that appears on the label is not the producer of the pesticide, it must be
qualified by appropriate wording such as "Packed for ***," “Distributed by ***," etc. '

c. . Neif‘Cdnt‘ehtgtwj(w‘efi‘gh”f‘(”)‘r”jmxﬂme‘élsﬁ‘réﬂz“ “The net weight or measure, exclusive of wrapp‘ing
materials, must be stated as an average content unless explicitly stated as a minimum quantity.

~'D., . Product registration number: " The EPA registration number (often abbreviated to "EPA .
.. Reg. No.") assigned to the pesticide product at the time of régistration must appear on the label.

E.  Producing establishment number: The producing cstablishment number, precededuby the
phrase "EPA Est.,” must appear on the label or on the immediate container.

F. Ingi‘éd‘iénts stat‘fér‘n‘eﬁf‘f‘ The ingredients statement is normally required on the front panel

‘1*;1 “‘j‘(f)f ehbel Ifthe 1sanoutsxde containe
" he ingredient statement must also a

per through which the label cannot be read,
r on that container or wrapper. :

@ The label of each pesticide produ
percentage by weight of éach active ingredient, the total percentage by weight of all inert
ingredients. Each ingredient must be referred to by its accepted common name, if there is one.
If no common name has been established, then the chemical name must be used. Trademarked
names not accepted as common names are not allowed S

over time must als

G.  Warning and precautionary statements

» . Required warning and precautionary statements régarding toxicological hazards to humans
fall into two groups: those required on the front panel and those that may appear elsewhere.
The child hazard wa "and the appropriate human hazard signal word (see below) must
appear on the front panel of a pesticide label. Other warnings and messages, including the
statement of practical treatment (except in the cases of extremely toxic products), health and
‘enyironmental precautionary statements, and physical and chemical hazard statements, may

; ‘appear elsewhere on the label.




l. Child hazard waming |

Except for thosé pr,oducts deemed
the possibility of contact with children is
_must bear on the front panel the warning

2. Toxicity Categories

The text required on the front panel of the label i
~ Category of the pesticide product.
its highest hazard potential in any o

A pesticide is assigned

safe for use on children or infants, or where
exceedingly small, all pesticide product labels
"Keep Out of Reach of Children. !

s determined by the Toxicity
‘ a Toxicity Category based on
f the following indicators listed in Table 1:

© Table 1: Toxicity Category Definition

Hazard Indicators

Toxicity Categories

1’

I

m

v

Oral LDy

up to and
including 50
mg/kg

from 50 thru 500
mg/kg

from 500 thru 5000
mg/kg

greater than 5000
mg/kg

Inhalation LC,O up to and from 0.2 thru 2 from 2 thru 20 greater tha.n"ZO
¢ including 0.2 mg/liter mg/liter mg/liter
mg/liter » i
Dermal LDy up to and from 200 thru - | from 2000 thru greater than 20,000
including 200 - 2000 mg/kg 20,000 mg/kg mg/kg . :
me/ke : - )
Eye Effects corrosive; corﬁeal , corneal opaci&y ‘ no corneal opacity; - no irtitation
i - opacity not rever- reversible within 7 | irritation reversible
- sible within 7 days- | days; irritation for within 7 days-
7 days ' .
Skin Effects - corrosive severe irritation at moderate irritation mild or slight
: 72 hours at 72 hours ’ irritation at 72

hours

NOTES: LDy is the ‘lethal dose at which 50%
pesticide per kg bodyweight. LC,, is the lethal concentration

of the animals in lab testing die. ‘LDSO is measured in mg

LCy is measured in mg pesticide per liter of air,

at which'50% of the animals in lab testing die.

SOURCE: Consumers’ Research, July 1

992; 40 CFR §156.10

'3..  Human Hazard Signal Words

7’ Pesticide labels must bea.r specific sig

‘assigned Toxicity Category.
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A pt‘stlude that meets the ¢ tena of T xicit gory 1 must bear the signal
- word “szger" on the front panel of its label, 'In addxtton if the product was assigned
1o _Toxicity Category I based on its oral, inhalation, or dermal toxicity, the label must
- also bear the word "Poison" in red on a background of dtstmctly contrasting color and
: ‘the skull ‘crossbones symbol must appear in close proxtmtty to the word "Poison."

. A pest1c1de meeting the criteria of Tox1cnty Category II must bear the 51gna1 word
Lo H’anzihg |t

A
“‘the sxgnal‘ word Cautzon on the front panel of its label

4. Statements of Practical Trea men ( rrs

' For pesttcldes in Tox1c1ty Category I a statement of practxcal treatment (i.e. first

‘ild) is normally required on the front panel although in practice reasonable variations

- areé permitted by EPA. For other pesticides, statements of practical treatment are not
" required on the front panel, but here on the label

" “"Other appropriate precautionary statements must apt)ear on the label
under the general headmg of "Precauttonary Statements," and under the subheadings of
| 1imals," "Environmental Hazard," and "Physical or

ical precauttonary statements 1ndlcatmg hazard to humans and domestic

in hazard statements

LDSO of 100 or less, the label must read, ”Thzs Pesnczde zs Toxzc to Wldlzfe " Other staternents
address tomcxty to btrds ﬁsh and aquattc orgamsms ,

“ I"mally, for chem1ca1 or physxcal hazards, k the requu'ed precautxonary statements are listed
below in Table

H; | Du'ectlons or use

‘ Exceptmg pest1c1des tha are not destmed for consumer use,
prmted on them detailed use mstructtons or references to accompanymg mstructlon leaflets.

t1c1de meetmg the criteria of exther Toxxcxty Category I or IV must bear

nged by Tox1cxty Category. Other

“ pesticidelabels must have




Table HaJard to Haman and Domem; Ammal Precautionary Sur- IHL:][S

Toxwity - ‘ : Precautxonary statement b\ Toxicity Catexwrv
Categoty : -
, Oral, inhalation, or dermal toxncny ' © Skin and eye local effects
i Fatal (poisonous) if swallowed {inhaled or Cgrrosive, causeés eye and skin damage [or
absorbed thru skin]. Do not breathe vapor {dust” skin irritation]. Do not get in eyes, or skin,
or spray mist]. Do not get.in eyes, on skin, or or on clothing. Wear goggles or face shield
on clothing [Front panel statement of practical and rubber gloves when haadling. Harmful

treatment rzquired]. | or fatal if swallowed. [Appropriate first aid
. ) statement required]. ‘

i May be fatal if swallowed {inhaled or absorbed | Causes-eye [and skin] irritation. Do not get

thru the skin]. Do not breathe vapor [dust or in eyes, on skin, or on clothing. Harmful if
‘spray mist]. Do not get in eyes, on skin, or on swallowed. [Appropnate ﬁrst aid statement
clothing [Appropnate ﬁrst aid statements | required].
required]. :
Tl Harmful if swallowed [inhaled or absorbed thru | Avoid contact with skin. eyes, or clothing.
the skin]. Avoid breathing vapor {dust or spray In case of contact immediately fTush eyes or
. mist]. Avoid contact with skin {eyes or skin with plenty of water. Get medical
N ‘ clothing}. [Appropriate first aid statements attention if irritation persists.”
- o required]. ' ‘ ' '
v [No precautionary statements required]. - [No precautionary statements required].

SOURCE: 40 CFR §156.10.

Table 3. Pﬁysical or chemical hazard precautionary statéments

Flash Point ° ‘ 4 , Required Text
(A) PRESSURIZED CONTAINERS,

‘Flash pomt at or below 20°F; if there is a flashback at Extremely flammable. Contents under pressure. Keep

any valve opening. away from fire, sparks, and heated surfaces. Do not
puncture or incinerate container. Exposure to

temperamres above 130°F may cause bursting.

Flash pomt above 20°F ‘and not over 80°F or if the Flammable Contents under pressure. Keep away from
flame extension is more than 18 in long at a distance of | heat, sparks, and open flame. Do not puncturé or
6 in from the ﬂame ’ incinerate container. Exposure to temperamres above

130° F may cause burstmg

All other pressurized containers . | Contents under pressure. Do not use cjr store near heat

: ‘ : ' or open flame. Do not puncture or incinerate contaiper.
Exposure to temperatures above 130°F may cause’
bursting. :

R (B) NONPRESSURIZED CONTAINERS

At or below 20°F ) L. Extremely flammable. ‘Keep away from fire, sparks, and

. { heated surfaces. '
Above 20°F and not over 80°F : | Flammable. Keep away from heat and open flame.
Above 80°F and not over 150°F Do not use or store near heat or open flame.

SOURCE: 40 CFR §156.10.
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" and include the

ication (sec section I, below)
olation of Federal law to use this product in a manner

the target pests;

“the cusage rate;

. the method of application;

the proper frequency and t1m1ng of appllcatlon

 the reentry statement (if needed), which specifies the length of time that must pass before

nter a treated area,

~ the disposal directions; and
_any use lun'tatlons or rest 'ctlons

‘quired to prevent unreasonable adverse effects.

E»ery reglstered pest1c1dc has Qne or more IZPA dcmgnated uses. Each of these uses is

Restncted Use Clasmﬁcatxon

Products de51gnated for restricted use only must include the words "Resmctea’ Use
 Pesticide" on the front panels of their labels. A statement describing the nature of the
restrictions_and the reason for the restriction must appear directly below the above
- statement, If the product is to be sold to Certified Applicators only, the following

" persons underﬁt\heu‘ d1rec; supervision and only for those uses covered by the- Certified,
Applicator’s certification.” For each specific pesticide, other additional restriction
statements may be required by EPA.

Enforcement
. According to FIFR.A Sec. 2(q) and 12 (Federal Environmental Laws, 1988), failure on

the part of the pesticide producer or registrant to comply with labeling requirements may be
con51dered "nnsbrandmg" of the pestxcxde Sales or distribution of a misbranded pesticide

. 157

. statement must also appear: "For retail sale and use only by Certified Applicators or



constitutes an unlawful act. The Eavirommental Protocuon Agency may then caneel the
registration, oOr brmg cnmmal and/or uw] charges against the registrant or producer of the :
pesticide. : :

Referenceﬁ L
Code of Federal Regulattons 40: PARTS 150 to 189. Rev1sed as of July 1, 1992
Committee on Scientific and Regulatory Issues Underlymg Pesticide Use Pattems and
Agricultural Innovation, Board on Agriculture, and the National Research Council (US),
1987. Regulating Pesticides in Food: The Delaney Paradox National Academy Press,
Washington D.C. .
Consumers Research 1992. "How to Read PCSthlde Labels ! July, pp 34-36.
Federal Erzwromnenral Laws I 988 Edztzorz 1988 West Pubhshmg Co St. Paul MN
f Frane Jean, U.S. EPA OPP, 1993. Personal Commumcatxon with: Abt Assocxates

Hurst, Peter, Alastair Hay, and ngel Dudley, 1991 The Pesticide Handbook
Joumeyman Press, London Concord MA. :

_ Tweedy, B.G,, et al. eds. , 1991. Pesnczde Residues and Food Safery A Harvest of
Vewpomts Amencan Chemtcal Socmty, Washmgton D.C. pp 324-332.

U.S. EPA, undated Simazine Rereg1strat10n Gu1dance Document
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PRODUCT LABELING UNDER THE TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT (TSCA)

The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) was enacted by Congress in the fall of 1976
to identify and control toxic chemical® hazards to human health ‘and the environment. "To.
‘prevent unreasonable risks," the Act gives EPA the authority to "select from a broad range of '
control actions under TSCA, from requiring hazard-waming labels to outright bans on the
manufacture or use of especially hazardous chemicals.” (EPA, 1987) o

Section 6(a)3 of TSCA allows the Administrator to apply:

a requirement that such substance or mixture or any article containing such
substance or mixture be marked with or accompanied by clear and adequate
warnings and instructions with respect to its use, distribution in commerce, or
disposal or with respect to any combination of such acrivities. The form and
content of such warnings and instructions shall be prescribed Dby the
Administrator. (PL 94-469) : ' ‘

The law does not specify the form or content of the warnings, nor has EPA promulgated

~any regulations establishing a single consistent method of labeling.” To date, labels have been

required or proposed for chemicals and products on a case by case basis. To date, regulated

_chemicals and products subject to TSCA labeling include PCBs, asbestos, hexavalent chromium
and acrylamide grout. | o ' |

. Examples of TSCA Labels -

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were regulated under TSCA in 1978. The labeling
section of this rule required one of two labels to be used, a "Large PCB Mark" or a "Small PCB
Mark." The large label states, "Caution: Contains PCBs, a toxic environmental contaminant

 requiring special handling and disposal in accordance with U.S. EPA regulations 40 CFR 761.
For disposal information contact the nearest EPA office. In case of accident or spill, call toll
free the U.S. Coast Guard National Response Center.” The small label states, "Caution:
Contains PCBs. For proper disposal contact U.S. EPA." : ' L

The labeling of asbestos was required in 1989 as part of regulatory actions which
included a ban on “"almost all products" containing asbestos. ‘Consumer products containing
asbestos include clutch parts and brake shoes for cars and trucks, pipeline wrap and vinyl
asbestos floor title. The labéling aspect of the rule is intended "to facilitate compliance with and
enforcement of the rule." The required label stated, “Notice: This product contains asbestos. .
TheEPA has banned the distribution in U. S. commerce of this product under section 6 of TSCA

(15-U.S.C. 2605) as of [date, ranging from August 1990 to August 1995]. Distribution of this
© product in commerce after this date and intentionally removing or tampering with this label are
violations of Federal law." (54 FR 29460) = L
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‘Hexavale; chromlum bascd water treatment chemicals used in HVAC and refngemnon
~ systems, were regulated under TSCA in 1990. (55 FR 221) The warning label reads, "Warning.

77215 product contains hexavalent chromium. Inhalation of hexavalent chromium air emissions
B of lung cancer. Federal law prohibits use of this substance in comfort cooling
fowers that’ are open water recirculation devices and that are dedicated

are an mtegral pan of, heanng, ventilation and air conditioning or
‘reﬁ'zgeranon S)stems "

I.‘.PA has proposed a ban on acrylanude and N methylolacrylamtde (NMA) grouts, which -
uscd to mz epairs to leaking cement structures such as sewers and manholes, but also
i nd to stop water flow in mines, reservoirs and hazardous waste sites. The
an w ou“d prohtbtt all use of acrylamide grout and would allow NMA to be used only for sewer
épair for three years, subsequently banning it. EPA proposed labeling of containers of such
grout 15 days after the effective date of the rule. "EPA believes there is a strong need for

" ' labeling to ensure compliance with the prohtbxtlons on the manufacture, importation, distribution

. and use of acrylamide and NMA grouts. Labeling is a necessary mechanism to direct users

‘:;; - toward compliance with the prohibitions on uses of acrylamide and NMA grouts." (56 FR

49871) No wordmg for the label warning has been suggested

References
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HARNING THIS PRODUCT CONTAINS ,
DETECTABLE AMOUNTS OF CHEMICALS KNOWN 10
‘THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA TO CAUSE CANCER
AND/OR-REPRODUCTIVE TOXICITY.




© CALIFORNIA PROPOSITION 65

" Felifornia’s Propésition 65, officially known as’the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic
Enforcement Act of 1986, is an initiative statute that was placed on the ballot by citizen petition
{ue to concern’ adequate governmental public health regulations. Although the law was
sosed by “and agriculture groups as well as almost every major newspaper in
California, Proposition 65 was approved by the California electorate by nearly a two to one
‘margin. The purpose of the law is to enhance community right-to-know, protect drinking water
supplies, and reduce toxics release. (Kizer, 1988)

' Proposition 65 mandates that chemicals found to cause cancer, or developmental or
productive toxicity, be listed by the governor.- Warnings must be provided by businesses that
owingly ‘and intentionally expose individuals to these chemicals at significant levels. In’
addition, discharge of these chemicals into drinking water supplies must stop within twenty
onths of being listed, except in those cases where the discharger can demonstrate that the
scharge is insignificant. The governor’s list currently includes over 500 chemicals (391
“carcinogens and 150 reproductive toxins) (CaUEPA 1993). The Act is not applicable to
' government agencies, drinking water utilities, and businesses employing fewer than 10 persons.

re

Tmplementation of the Act for many products and industries has been subject to extensive

“industry attention. The food, d g, and cosmetic industries lobbied to receive a temporary

“éxemption from the law on'the grounds that they are already regulated by the federal Food and
" Drug Administration (FDA). In addition, these same industry groups tried to avoid the warning
labels by instead setting up a toll free number for product information, which was ruled
‘unacceptable by the courts. Proposition €5 waming labels have been implemented in other
. industries with less opposition, and has added significantly to the scope of warnings on

“hazardous products.

.. Proposition 65 has had some measure of success. It has resulted, for instance, in greater
ublic awareness about the hazards of alcoholic beverage consumption during pregnancy, and
f tobacco smoke expostire. ~ While data are not currently available on actions taken by the
egulated community to remove themselves from the purview of Proposition 63, there is
vidence that manufacturers have reformulated products to eliminate or reduce exposures to
.. listed chemicals to avoid t}aving to provide warnings. Proposition 65’s effectiveness as a market
"hased incentive for the reformulation of products has led to the removal of certain solvents from
“correction fluids, as well as the removal of lead from certain ceramic products and from foil
rapé on wind bottles. (Cal/EPA, 1993) In addition, Proposition 65 has resulted in process
.- modification, chemical substitution or use of pollution control devices to eliminate or reduce
- emissions of listed chemicals that would have required community warnings. ‘




Structure

California EPA's Ojﬁce of Enwrorzme/zzal Health Ha*ard Assessment (OEHHA) is
demgnated as the lead agency for Proposition 65 implementation. OEHHA is "directed to
'nnpl«.ment the Act in a manner that is fair, predictable, and based on a firm foundation of
science.” (Cal/EPA 1992) OEHHA compiles the list of carcinogens and reproductive toxins, |
prepares dose-response assessments on listed chemicals, promulgates regulations and provides ~
.assistance to the regulated community in complying with the law. The authority to enforce
Proposition 65 is vested in the Attorney General, local district attorneys, and certain city
attorneys. Private citizens may-also take action to enforce Proposition 65, followmg certain
condmons (see "Enforcement"). (Cal/EPA 1993) :

The Governor’s Scientific Adwsorv Panel, composed of 12 State Scientists from the Dept.
of Health Services, the Dept. of Pesticide Regulation, the Dept. of Toxic Substances Control, -
.and the OEHHA, represent the state’s qualified experts and perform a llmlted role m addressing
.the listing of chemicals. (Cal/EPA, 1993b) :

Chemical Lis‘tfng' ' )

The led agency compiles and publishes the list of chemicals known to the state to cause
cancer or developmenta]/ reproductive toxicity, and updates it at least annually. A chemical is
listed:

1) if, in the opinion of the state’s quahﬁed experts v the chermcal has been clearly shown
' to cause cancer or reproducuve toxicity;

2) if an authontatlve" body des_xgnated-byvthe "state’s'.qiialiﬁed experts"” hasfprmally
' identified the chemical as a carcinogen or a developmental/reproductive toxicant; or

3) if 'any‘ state and/or federal agency has formally required the chemical to be labeled or
‘identiﬁed as a carc'mog‘en or a developmental/ reproductive toxicant. §

A panel of state scientists (the Proposmon 65 Smenufic Advxsory Panel) currently
represents the "state’s qualified experts.” Authoritative bodies include the U.S. EPA, the FDA,
the International Agency for Research on Cancer, the National Institute for Occupational Safety
and Health (NIOSH), and the National Toxicology Program (Cal/EPA, 1992) '

Business Requu'ements
1. 'Twelve months after a chemical is listed, businesses must not knowingly and 'mtentionally'

expose any individual to a significant risk level of the chemical without first providing
clear and reasonable warning," unless the business can demonstrate that the exposure:
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Gogs not exceed 1/1000 of the "no observable effect level” (NOEL) for

. e poses "no significant risk" of cancer — i.e., results in a cancer risk of less than

one excess case of cancer per 100,000 individuals exposed over a 70-year lifetime
for carcinogens. e

o Exam of warnings that have been issued as a result of Propositioﬁ 65 include: labels
‘cigars, pipe tobacco, and other tobacco products not covered by the federal cigarette labeling
quirements, point-of-purchase signs warning about risks of alcoholic beverage consumptions
during pr‘ggnﬁpcy, signs warning about the presence of environmental tobacco smoke, and
i nigwspaper notices about emissions from facilities in the community. (Cal/EPA, 1993)

ty , nesses must not knowingly discharge the
.. chemical in "significant amounts" to the drinking water supply. "Significant amount"
. refers to any detectable amount, unless the resulting exposure meets the same criteria for
- " exemptions from the warning requirement. o

-2,  Twenty months after the chem

" Enforcement

s 0. 0. Proposition 65 utilizes an unusual means of ‘enforcement called the "bounty hunter"
“incentive, which allows private citizens to initiate proceedings against potential violators and reap
. ‘monetary benefits from successful actions. Sixty days after notifying public authorities (i.e., the
Attorney General, the appropriate district attorney or city attorney) of a potential violation, any
. - individual or group may sue the offending business if the authorities are not "diligently
* prosecuting” the matter (Kizer, 1988). If successful, the individual or group bringing suit
i t of the penalty fines, which may amount to a maximum of $2,500/day for
he plaintiff filing suit must first show that the alleged violator generated a
<posut en the responsibility of the defendant to prove that the
gal limits (Cal/EPA, 1992).

nmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), 1992.
jon 6. A Progress Report. July 1992.

. California EPA, Office of Eﬁvuénméntél Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), 1993. |
" Dr. Carol J. Henry Personal Communication with Abt Associates, May 13, 1993.

'Report. January 1993.

.-Kizer, Kenneth W., et ce in the “I‘mple}neri“tation of Public
Policy: A Case Report ion 65", The Journal of the American
M‘edi“%zlwA.s;ociation,‘Aggust 19, 260 (7): 951-955.




THE VERMONT HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS
PRODUCTS SHELF LABELING PROGRAM

CO\SUMERS MANY ITEMS IN THIS SECTION ARE
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS PRODUCTS

Free information . A : Consnder
about hazardous alternativ es; buy
products and - : . only what you

1

toxics use o These products conz‘am | . need; read ‘the

reduction is HAZARDOUS NGREDENTS | use directions
available at the - carefully; store or

register or service & dispose of
desk area : . ,reszdues properly.

CALL THE VERMONT RECY CLIVG HOTLINE FOR MORE INFOR.\IATION
1- 800 932 7100




VERMONT HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS PRODUCT SHELF LABELING PROGRAM

Introduction

... The Vermont Household Hazardous Product Shelf Labeling Program was implemented
“in April 1991 by the Solid Waste Division of the Agency of Natural Resources. The program’s ‘
 purpose is to promote toxic use reduction and pollution prevention by educating consumers about
 the dangéfs of household hazardous products, and encouraging them to consider alternatives.
The mandatory shelf labeling program was set up by a 1990.state law requiring all retailers.
 stocking household products containing hazardous constituents to identify the products with shelf
ing consumers to avoid purchasing such products, the program’s goal is to
‘ fufacturers to produce less hazardous products. This in turn would result
" in a cleaner environment and less costly waste disposal bills for the state. Products covered by
 the program are organized under the following four categories: cleaning products, auto and
* machine maintenance products, hobby and repair products, and’ general/miscellaneous (which
includes shoe polish, non-personal care aerosols, butane lighters, etc.). Personal care products

. and food are excluded.

" Re thed that the program would result in a negative consumer
. " perception of their stores because they sell hazardous products. Instead, consumers have been
wone - qutite supportive of the participating stores, and have expressed their appreciation for the
“ ditional product ‘nformation. Retailers also worried about possible loss of sales of the labeled
‘products. The state responded by modifying the program to label products deemed less toxic
or nontoxic with an "exempt" label, so that retailers could offer officially-sanctioned alternatives
to the labeled p dets. To date, "approximately 58 percent of Vermont retailers have attempted
{o ¢omply with the program intent." (Vermont 1992) ‘

. After nine months of implementation, the program staff determined that retailer education
‘and implementation was good, but that consui 3t education needed more work. Since that time,

gmented with-a | "ger (3"x5") "shelf talker" card which increases
sés the implementat.on burden on the retailer. ‘

Vermont’s_prog in a public process with input from the broad-based
‘Governor's Technical Advisory Committee on Solid Waste and other interested parties. The
‘Technical Advisory Committee included representatives from retailers as well as environmental
- organizations. The program was implemented and is maintained by the Solid Waste Division of

the Agency of Natural Resources, The Commissioner of Agriculture has established a
. companion program for pesticides and commercial fertilizers.

o Categ ies of prod ts are added or removed from ‘the list through rulemakihg by
“Vermont legi rors. At the time of this writing, program staff anticipated the addition of many
. New, products in the near future. : K




Program Elements
Labeling:

The labeling program is mandatory. All retailers of products specified in the law were
required to have the labels or "shelf talker" cards on shelves or in the immediate vicinity of the -
identified products within 9 months of the establishment of the program. Approximately 3,500
Vermont stores are subject to the law. There is one state-approved label for retail use with
respect to the hazardous products, a yellow sticker with the text "'REDUCE TOXICS USE.
These products contain HAZARDOUS INGREDIENTS. " printed on it. : -

In addition, there is a green exemption label which may be affixed to shelves displaying
products that are. covered by the program but have been exempt from the yellow hazardous
 ingredients sticker. To qualify for an exemption label, a product covered by the program must
‘be free of 24 ingredients listed in the Vermont Community Right-to-Know list of hazardous
chemicals. The Agency reviews individual product applications for the exemption sticker, and
makes decisions based on data on the product’s Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS).

Retailer Information:
- Retail'ers' are ’provided with ihfofxnation about | household hazardous products and
alternatives and logistical information on how to label shelves in the "Retailer Information
‘Guide." Also, a full time "retailer educator” was hired for nine months to assist retailers in
implementing the program. ‘

~ Consumer Education:

In addition to the labels and "shelf talker" cards, the Agency has developed informational.
posters to be displayed close to shelves where hazardous products are sold, and brochures that
- contain background information on products, potential hazards, 'safe disposal, and use of
alternative nontoxic products. The Agency also has plans to launch a media campaign and to
. advertise offsite at recycling depots, schools, and businesses. ' o

References
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EPA'S OZONE DEPLETING SUBSTANCE (ODSi WARNING LABEL

Section 611 of Title VI of the Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990, requires "{abeling of
products that contain or were manufactured with class I or II [ozone depleting] substances" by
May 15, 1993. Class I substances are chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), halons, carbon tetrachloride
and . 1,1,l-trichloroethane  (methyl ~chloroform), while class II chemicals ~are.
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs). The text of the label reads: "Warning: Cortains (or,’
"Manufactured with") name of substance, a substance which harms public health and
environment by destroying ozone in the upper atmosphere." - '

The final rule implement'mg section 611 was promulgated by EPA on February 11, 1993.
The rule prohibits the sale of "any container containing class I and class I substances, product

containing class I substances and product manufactured with class I substances, unless it bears

a warning statement indicating that the product contains or is manufactured with ozone-depleting
‘substances." "Any products containing, or manufactured with class II substances” will be
required to be labeled "if the Administrator detlermines' that safe alternatives are available.”
After January 1, 2015, all products containing or manufactured with class I orclass II substances
‘must be labeled. (58 FR 8136) - * ' ‘

, " "Products manufactured with Class I substances can-be temporarily exempted from the
labeling requirements if EPA determines that there are no substitute products or manufacturing '
processes that (a) do not rely on the use of the Class I substance, (b) reduce the overall risk to
huian health and the environment, and (c) are currently or potentially unavailable. However,
all products must be labeled by 2015." (Labeling Subcommittee, 1991b)

Although a symbol featuring a globe within an octagon (a stop sign), was consjdered in
the rule proposal, the final rule requires only the text of the warning above. EPA believed that
“this symbol would substantially increase consumer understanding and recognition of the
required warning and thus heighten the effectiveness of the label." (proposed rule) However,
they were also concerned that the cost of changing product labels, "would outweigh the benefits
- of using the label." (58 FR 8136) ' ' :

Section 611 required that the warning be "clearly legible ‘and conspicuous,” while EPA
proposed that ‘it should appear on the "principle display panel” (PDP), the place on a product
or package. "where the consumer is likely to look for product information." After receiving
comments on the proposal, EPA decided that "In view of the broad diversity of products
potentially affected by the labeling requirements... manufacturers.will need some latitude as to
where to place the labels.” (58 FR 8136) Therefore, the final regulation reverts to the language - -
of the CAA requiring the warning to be "clearly legible and conspicuous" wherever it is
presented. Other labeling options such as hang tags, stickers and supplemental printed materials
are also acceptable. I ' L :
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> U.S, was committed to a
for methyl chloroform),

Deplete the Ozone Layer. In a
hedule for class I substances was
1996 (two years sooner for halons). Thus, the ODS warmng label will
er than three years before the phaseout i is completed "As a result, EPA has

2 phaseout was schedu]ed for 2 e Iabelmg requirements provided an incentive for
- manufacturers to move away from thexr use of such substances before 2000 in order to avoid the
- negative market reaction. With the acceleration of the phaseout . requiring products to be
led 1s unhkely to sxgmﬁpantly add to manufacturers’ incentive to' switch to alternative

‘ In 1977 "The FDA and the CPSC requ1red ma.rketers and 1mp011ers of self-pressunzed

medlcal and consumer products that use a CFC propellant to label their products with a warning
that such products may harmn public health and the environment by reducing ozone in the upper
: atmosphere %0 Soon afterwards, CFC was banned as an aerosol propellant for all but
essentnal apphcatlons " thus makmg the warming label irrelevant.
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¢ Eshimeted yearly § COL IROwn Detow |

Most efficient

9.
THIS MODELY VW

How much will this model coat you to run yuriy?

2000

$33

model

3000

$50

$4 $13  §17
Kllowatt 4¢ |58 525  $33 $67 $100
%€ | 513 .38 $50  $100 _ $150
8¢ |$17  $50  $67 $134  $200
10¢ | $21 $63  s84 s167  $251
12¢ | 505 §75  $100 _ $200. 301

'} Ask your saleaperson or local utility for the energy rate (cost per
| kilowatt hour) in your area. Your cost will vary depending on your local

energy rate and how you use the product.

federal taw (42 U.S.C. 8302).

Important removal of this 1abel betore consumer purchase is a violstion ot

Part No 522447412




- THE ENERGY GLIDE HOLSEHOLD APPLIAA\CE ENERGY EFFIC[IL\ CY LABELING

In December 1975 Congress passed the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA)
~ which requires that Energy Guide labels be placed on certain new home appliances. These home
appliances include: refngerators refrigerator-freezers, freezers, water heaters, clothes washers,
dishwashers, furnaces, room air conditioners, central air conditioners and heat pumps.- ‘These
appliances are covered under EPCA because their energy costs can vary greatly, dependmg on
their construction and design. EPA also requested standards and labeling for humidifiers and
‘dehumidifiers, clothes dryers, direct heating equipment, kitchen ranges and ovens, and television

sets, but FTC did not include them in the 1abehng program because there were . msufﬁcrent
differences in energy efﬁcrency ,

The National Appliance Energy Conservatron Act (NAECA) of 1987 amended EPCA: by,
among other things, establishing minimum efficiency standards for all EPCA products. National
Appliance Energy Conservation amendments of 1988 added fluorescent lamp ballasts. The
Energy Policy ‘Act of 1992 added general service fluorescent lamps and incandescent reflector
, lamps showerheads, faucets, water closets, and urmals ‘

, Under the EPCA, the Federal Trade Commlssron (FTC) was given respon51b1hty for
establishing the format of apphance labels, while the Department of Energy (then the Federal
- Energy Administration) was given responsibility for promulgating standardized test procedures,

setting minimum energy efficiency standards and conducting a consumer education program to
complement the labeling program. (McNeill & Wilkie, 1979; U.S. DOE, 1980) For most of
the-appliance categories, FTC required that the energy labels should disclose the average annual

-~ energy use for the appliance in dollars and a comparison with similar models. For heat pumps,

air conditioners and furnaces, where variations in climate make a national average meanmgless .
- an energy rating figure is used mstead The desrgn of the labels was announced in 1979

Although the labels vary somewhat for different types of apphances they all contam

specific information on energy efﬁmency and costs (see title page for ﬂgure) The text of each
1abe1 mcludes :

. the ‘manufacturer, model number, type of apphance and capacity, all listed at the top of
© the label; ,
e - alarge number in- the center of the label which is elther the estimated yearly cost to

operate the appliance, or an energy efficiency rating (EER). The annual operating cost

~ is based on the. national average electric rate (§/kwh). Because this average rate may -

‘ change over time, labels printed at different times may use different standard energy

prices. For room air conditioners, fumaces central air conditioners and heat pumps, the

* large number refers to the Energy Efficiency Rating (EER). This number tells the

- consumer the amount of cooling or heating the appliance provides for the amount of
electricity that it consumes. The higher the EER, the more efficient the appliance;
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L = the estimated yearly cost to operate or the efficiency rating of the most and least efficient
*models within a category. The label displays how the appliance compares with other

s similarly sized models in energy efficiency by placing it on a line scale between the most
. and least efficient mode ints;

. @ table showing the estimated yearly cost to operate the appliance for varying electric
- rates (S/kwh), and varying usage habits. This allows the consumer to calculate likely

208 ing the appliance in different parts of the country, where energy rates may
ly from the national rch, 1988; EPA, 1989)

and energy efficiency. (EPA, 1989) While the results of these studies
conclusion was that of a study performed for the Bonfeville Power
tration, 1985) It concluded that the Energy Guide
s..of energy efficiency issues, but they do not
vior. Respondents also complained that the labels
to read nterpret, a problem borne out by other studies. (California Energy
on, 1988) FTC is currently conducting a review of the content and format of the
, which is expected to be completed by October 1993. (GAO, 1993)

D Other criticisms of the appliance labeling program have been made since its inception.
- For example, operating costs for an appliance are computed based on the current national
average cost of electricity at the time of testing. Since that model may be on the market for a
number of years with the same label, and the price of energy may fluctuate, the label becomes
.. less accurate. And since operating costs of new models are also computed for their own year
© of testing, they may be computed at different rates than models already on the market.

‘ “ FTC has ﬁropos a number of changes to overcome shortcomings in the program. One
proposal is to change the visual format of the label to a bar chart or a vertical line instead of a
: horizontal line. Another is to change the large central number on the label from a dollar amount
to either an "energy factor” (similar to the EER) or a specific unit of energy use, such as
- kilowatt hours per year of electricity or therms of natural gas. Dollar amounts could be
mputed using a "cost grid" that gives operating costs for different energy rates and amounts
~of use.. This would avoid the problems presented by changes in the cost of electricity by region
‘and over time. The FTC also proposes to modify the explanatory language on the labéls and

~ 'to conduct a pi‘xBﬁc“éducation program, the first such program since one conducted by the
- Department of Energy in 1980. -
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,‘ . FUEL ECOL\O\IY L\'FOR.\IAT IO\T PROGRANI

‘ In 1975 Congress passed the Energy Pohcy and "Conservation Act (EPCA) which
estabhshed Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency (CAFE) standards as-well as a testing, labeling
and information program to assist consumers in purchasing new cars. One aspect of the
umformatron program was the Gas Mileage Guide, a publication listing the fuel economy of cars
manufactured at a gtven time. Car dealers were requtred to have the Gutde available for
customers.

The Iaw also required an label to appear in the windows of new cars that lists the miles-
© per-gallon (MPG) of the car for city and highway driving, the estimated annual fuel cost
associated with its operatlon and.the fuel economy of comparably-sized models. Such labeling-
~ began in 1974 with a ‘voluntary program administered by the EPA’and the Federal Energy

" Administration (FEA), a precursor of the Department of Energy.- The EPCA made the program o

mandatory as of March, 1976. Although EPA is responsible for testing cars, and preparing the
Gas Mileage Guide and the MPG labels, responsrbrhty for other aspects of the fuel economy
program is shared with three other federal agencies: DOE, Department of Transportation and
the Federal Trade Comnnssxon (U.S. House, 1980)

The labeling program had a number of problems initially with the measurement of vehicle
mileage. A Congressional Committee hearing noted, "As the public quickly discerned, the EPA-
mileage figures were not an-accurate measure of on-road performance." (U.S. House, 1980)
According to Elder Bontekoe of EPA’s Office of Mobile Sources, the tests were not run
according to "real world" conditions and’ considerably overestimated the actual mileage
automobiles could be expected to achieve. In response, in 1985 a formula was worked out to
adjust the mileage for actual city and highway driving condrtrons This new system has-been-
found to be falrly rehable (Bontekoe -1993) : S

: A few changes have been made to the format of the label since the program S mceptwn
Imtrally showing both highway and city ratings for MPG, 1979 EPA regulations removed the
higher (and less accurate) highway ratmg, and changed the wording to "Estimated MPG." Car
makers were. still allowed to use both ratings in advertising, so there was a concern that

© . consumers were-"being misled by nightly television advertisements and auto showroom displays

featuring extravagant gasolme mileage claims based on their govemment s own. testing
program.” (U.S. House, 1980) After changes were made in 1985 to improve the accuracy of
the tests labels agam bear estunated MPG ratings for city and highway use.

A study performed in- 1976 found that 72 percent of new car- buyers were aware of the

Fuel Economy Information Program and more than half had seen the mileage label on the car

they bought (while only 7 pércent were-aware of the Gas Mileage Guide). Also, buyers who
were aware of the label bought cars with higher mileage than did unaware buyers, with the
"'mileage of their new car more than 20 percent higher than their old vehicle. Unaware buyers
achieved almost no increase in mileage. On the other hand, 64 percent of buyers did not believe
the MPG estimates. (Abt, 1976) Two important considerations for interpreting this study are
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., time, and that the program was still quite new.

LT e labeling program is argme‘ly‘dependent on pubﬁé
‘ opmlons ‘toward ga ation. Due to the low price of gasoline in recent years,
"+ mileage has become a less important consideration for many car buyers. "We perceive that the‘
1" numbers are well accepted and the program has a fair degree of recognition in the marketplace
sa.xd Mr Eqntq}\oe "A lot of people don t care, but they do seem to be paymg attentxon
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 NONTOXIC, NATURAL & EARTHWISE




\TCRAL & EARTHWISE

‘ Nontoxic, Natural & Earthwise is a consumer guide written by Debra Lynn. Dadd,
* published in 1990. It is an update of her 1984 book Nontoxic & Natural, which did not address
environmental issues per se. In this book she evaluates fourteen categories of products based
6n five criteria: product ingredients, packaging, energy use, compassion to animals and social
responsibility. ~ In evaluating products she relies entirely on information provided by
manufacturers, and cautions that “they are meant to be loose guidelines, not absolute

descriptions.” (Dadd, 1990) "~

For each criterion she gives an award to products that are notable. Under product

. ingredients, for example, she awards three different levels, nontoxic, natural, and the highest
- award, "earthwise": "Earthwise products are truly good for the Barth and for us; they are not
merely the least harmful that happen to be available.” Such products include organically grown
food, unbleached w\reﬂ\cycled‘ paper and skin-care products made from organically grown

redients.

Products are rated according to an ideal for all products, "so you'll know that an’
darthwise product will meet the same standards whether it is apple juice or a sweater.” The
following list describes the requirements of an ideal product: ‘

" be practical and durable, well-made, with a timeless design;
 satisfy functional and/or aesthetic need, and not be superfluous clutter;
| ewable plants grown and harvested in an organic, sustainable way (or
. recycled) and processed in a manner that is environmentally benign;

° Tmitals raised in a way that is environmentally benign and in a place where they

are treatéed humanely; or ‘ -

© recycled, nonrenewable petrochemicals and metals (as opposed to mining new
' |nonremewables); . | |

be healthful for humans to use, and be biodegradabie or recyclable;
_be ma h renewable energy and be energy-efficient in manufacture and use;

be responsibly packaged or mot packaged at all; ‘
~ 'not be tested on animals; and

' be pro by businesses with sociall

responsible business practices.

; " Dadd criticizes seal-of-approval programs like Blue Angel for "promoting the best of
existing products”, since they "do not set new standards that take a creative leap into the realm

. of truly healthful and environmentally responsible products.” She also admits that the standards

“<he has set “are more stringent than any I've seen, but I believe it is vitally important to move

_in this direction."” (Dadd, 1990)
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THE GREEN CONSUMER and THE GREEN CONSUMER SUPERMARKET GUIDE

The Green Consumer was first published in England in 1988, written by John Elkington
and Julia Hailes. In 1990, the book was published in the United States, with additional writing
by Joel Makower. Its primary goal is not to rate specific products but to.give an overall
approach to being an "environmental shopper.” The Green Consumer has been very popular,
appearing on bestseller lists, selling more than 100,000 copies in the U.S. and over 250,000 -
- copies in the U.K. A second edition of the book was published in the U.S. in 1993.

The Green Consumer Supermarket Guide, published in the U.S. in 1991, was written as
a companion to The Green Consumer to include "brand-specific information on hundreds of the
best and worst products.” It contains much of the same informatjon, but where Green Consumer
covers a wider range of consumer goods, such as automobiles, appliances and furniture, the
Supermarket Guide is shorter and geared more toward supermarket goods. - The book attempts
"to give an environmental tour of the supermarket aisles, offering information and insight into
how to view your purchases through a ‘green’ lens.” . ‘ : o

The book also gives more information about specific brands, and includes a rating system
for products. "We have provided names of hundreds of products we think you should either
seek out or avoid, based on the product’s packaging, contents, and on the environmental records
of their manufacturers." SR

The book does not rate all categories of supermarket products, nor all products within
a category. Ifs standards vary according to “the state of the art" rather than "seeking an
unattainable perfection.” The "state of the art" is determined using “"examinations of packaging
types, research into ingredients, interviews with experts, label information, product data sheets,
databases about companies’ environmental records, and other journalistic and research
techniques.” Information on the environmental performance of companies was provided by the
Council on Economic Priorities, authors.of Shopping for a Better World. :

Products are rated from ten food categories (such as beverages, snacks, and-breakfast

~ cereals) and eight non-food categories (e.g., batteries, paper products, pet foods). Those rated

“highly are awarded one or more of three logos: a beaker indicating a product is "rated highly

for its contents," a bow (such as on a birthday present) indicating a "product rated highly for
its packaging,"” and a factory building for a highly rated manufacturer. If a product is rated
poorly, it receives the same logos with an X superimposed. : -

,

The rating criteria are presented as brief discussions of the relevant environmental
impacts' of each product category, in sections titled "What’s the Problem?" - Although these |
discussions may touch upon many environmental impacts, awards are often given for only

_certain reasons. In the discussion of coffee, for example, it is noted that decaffeinated coffee
is processed with chemicals "similar to those used in dry cleaning.” However, since "there is
no information available on the environmental impact of such chemicals”" coffee products are
rated for their packaging only. o R L |
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. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION |

In addmon to the labelmg programs described a ove a number of others are in planmng
~ have been dropped after plans were made, are peripheral or obscure, or did not have information
at the time this report was prepared.” Such programs are included here in an attempt
sne Also, some of the proposed programs, such as the United Kingdom’s,
, offer interesting approaches to environmental labelmg

Ecolabel program went into effect on April 26, 1991,
ily, 1993) To date, standards have been set for 13
‘ product categories and the prog ported to have awarded its first labels in September
© 1992, to tissue paper, refngerators and paper bags. (Warmer Bulletm 1992)

i

) As of m'd-1993 there are award guidelines for the following product cateoones
rators and pphances for coohng ‘

sanitary paper
fine paper
exercise books
- washing machines
wood
.. wooden furniture
. filing systems
séaling varnishes
WC-cisterns made of chlorineless plastlcs

o o o 8 o 00 @

f M;Acc‘o‘rd g to the OECD, the program‘ is Jomtly admlmstered by the non- govemmental
association” ARGE Qualitywork, the -

d a Council that serves as an advisory body to
er science experts and representatives -
of consumer and environmental groups, standards and industry associations, and the government
departments for trade and environment. (Salzman, 1991)



Product categories are proposed to the Ministry of Environment. which prepares a
background report for'the Council. The Council makes a recommendation to the Ministry,
which has final say on which product categories will be:pursued. An expert group, selected by |
the Association for Consumer Information, establishes criteria for each product category based
on an assessment of environmental impacts throughout the life cycle of the product. The group
uses the life cycle matrix prepared by the German Blue ‘Angel program to measure "raw material
usage and energy consumption,. waste production and emissions, and disposal. " . Proposed
criteria are submitted to the Council, which comments x, | passes them on to the Ministry.

When criteria are 'f'inalizéd,;ARGE Qualitywork oversees product applicz}tions, icsting, '
and contracts for the use of the award. Fees for use of the ‘label depend on the-sales. of .the
. product, ranging from: $500 to $4,SOQ for the two years the award is valid. :

, In addition to an label, Austria has a law regulating thé labeling of tropical timber. Part
of the law requires all products containing tropical timber to bear the phrase, "Made of tropical
timber," or, "“Contains tropical timber." The law also provides for a voluritary seal-of-approval
for products made of wood provided "from sustainable forest management." This program
would be run by the Minisitry of Environment, Youth and Family, with consultation from an
Advisory Committee for Tropical Wood. (Gatt, 1992) The law was introduced in September
1992, apparently under pressure from environmental groups seeking a boycott of timber logged
from rainforests. (New Scientist, 1993) Recently, however, the Association of Southeast Asian
- Nations (ASEAN), including Malaysia and Indonesia, have complained to the council of the -
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) that the law constitutes a technical barrier to
trade, blocking exports from their countries. They argued that the law unfairly discriminates
against tropical timber, since it does not address all types of wood products, and that the action
was taken unilaterally by Austria, without the participation of the international community,

(GATT, 1992) Malaysia and Indonesia have reportedly threatened an economic boycott of

Austria. It is possible that the labeling law could be repealed as a result. (New Scientist, 1993)
.Referencé ' | |
 New Sciet;tz'st, 1993. ':This Week: Timber Labells‘, " Marcﬁ 13 v

'Ministry of Enviro.nm'ent,v Ybuth' and Family, 1993. Personal commtuiicatibn with Julie
Lynch, U.S. EPA, May 5. e
Salzman, James, OECD, 1991. Environmental Labelling in OECD Countries,

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, Technology and Environment

/ B

~Programme, Paris.
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© ¥ Plans ha n made in Chile fora p tal labeling program. The

plans were prese in a paper preseiited at the United Nations Environment Program’s Global -
Environmental labeling Seminar, in September 1991, by the Casa de la Paz (House of Peace).
The Casa de la Paz is a non-profit organization "dedicated to the promotion of peace and the
‘protection of the environment." (Casa de la Paz, 1991) The program is planned to be a
ntary, positive certification program "inspired mainly by the Canadian and German
* systems.” The project is being sponsored by the Minister President of the National Commission

on the Environment.?

oo Althoughcurrently promoted by Casa de la Paz, théh program wiil be administered by the
. Chilean Institute for Environmental Recognition (ICRA), also a non-profit private foundation.
~ ICRA will bring together a Board, which will be assisted by an Executive Secretary and a Jury.

&4 by "representatives of the
the business sector, the scientific world," and environmental

Fe governm , universities,
The Board will be in charge of planning, managing and

.. and consumer’ groups.
~ controlling the program.

. assisted by an Executive Secretary and a Jury, described as a

 wdecision making, advisory and consultative body." The Jury will be composed of

people with "an adequate technical preparation and linked to industry, commerce,
environmental organizations, consumer and workers’ organizations and the media."

of the Seminar, the process of setting criteria and certifying produéts had not
_“wGeneral Criteria," which all awarded products must meet, regardless of

gories are as follows:

s It must not significantly damage the environment via its production,
1 ‘'tansportation, use or disposal process. '

mﬁst ot consume a disproportionate amoiint of energy in those processes.

2 1t is unknown whether this group is governmental or priv
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* It must not produce unnecessary waste (via excessive packaging in relation to its

~ manipulation needs, useful life, etc.)

. It must not utilize materials derived from endangered species or environments.’

d The label of the certified product must indicate the specific reasons which
‘ justified its certification, as well as the environmental characteristics which are
the bases for this distinction. - I

e . AS the lbgo will be granted to products only, the broduéer will not be abl’e'td use
- this fact to promote his company or to highlight other products of the same line

(or of its production) which are not authorized to use the logo. (Casa de la Paz,

1991) o o » . ‘

The award will be given for a period of 2 to 3 years, with standards raised to require
continued improvement. ' The program plans to be self-financed through fees charged for
certification. Applicants will also pay for laboratory expenses for testing products. The
program will start gradually, determining environmental impacts for products that "will not cause
- major difficulties," and work up to more complex cases. / T

Reference

Casa de la Paz, 1991. "Eco-labelling in Chile", presented at Global Environmental
Labelling Seminar, United Nations Environment Programme, Industry and Environment
Office, working group on Policies, Strategies and Instruments to Promote Cleaner
Production, September 24-25. '

Planned, Cancelled or Un_co_nfirmed Labelihg Programs

Other environmental certification programs are rumored, unconfirmed, have been
- -cancelled, or have been approved/planned but have not been organized yet. The best
documented of these is the United Kingdom’s environmental labeling program which was
planned extensively before being set aside in favor of the EC ecolabel. ‘ o

*,  CZECH REPUBLIC (CZECHOSLOVAKIA)

. The government of the Czech Repﬁblic began préparing an "Environment Friendly
Product” labeling program in 1991, which is-expected to be operational in 1993, Proposals have
- been made for the program’s organization, financing, logo and legal authority, and await

approval by the Czech government. o ' : ' '

. " The program is based on the "experience of already established progvramsv" in Austria, |
. the Nordic countries, Germany and Canada. It is "in compliance with" the EC regulation setting

4
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.up the EC ecolabeling program. Harmonization is an important issue for the Czech program,
"to enable the mutual acceptance of this award” in other countries.

. General PrinéiPla SR

‘. To qualify for an award, products must first meet health, safety, and hygiene standards.
Priority will be given in sefting product categories to those products that "cause substantial
_ damage" to the environment. A life cycle approach will be taken to assessing products, defined
as including use of "raw materials, energy consumption, production, function, regeneration [and]
_disposal." Products already regulated, such as food, beverages and pharmaceuticals will be

' o ' ' T T I T P R B R I W TR A T et L v . .
. *. The Ministry of the Environment is the wdirector and coordinator” of the program: The
istry will appoint the Council, approve criteria set for product categories and enforce
visions of the contract for use of the award.

rol body" of the program, and includes representatives of
protection groups,” "scientific and technological corporations, "
. industry and trade groups. It will "consider and recommend" criteria for product categories and
. dward the logo to products that meet the criteria. The program will hire accredited laboratories

~ for testing products that have been submitted to the program. :

., I The Agency acts as t , {ariat, of the program. It will receive
‘applications for awards, make contracts with companies whose products are given awards and
charge fees. There will be an application fee and, for those companies that receive an award,
© - an annual licensing fee based on the volume of manufacture. The award will be valid for at
" most three years and awarded products will be audited to ensure that they continue to meet the
criteria of the award. The program is hoped to be self- financin
partially.” S e e e
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tor‘,l 'Czech Ecological Ins tute,
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g "in its final stage at least
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*  DENMARK

- The Danish Ministry of Environment was given légal authority in 1989 to create an-

environmental labeling program. Although Denmark is a member of the Nordic Council, it is
waiting to assess the European Community ecolabeling program before joining in either

program. {Salzman, 1991) Denmark is panicipating in setting standards for EC, preparing draft
- standards for paper products. (Bethge, 1991) ' B
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Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, Technology and Environment -
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e IRELAND

According to a representative of the Irish Department of Environment, "In light of the -

imminent implementation of the EC scheme, the introduction ‘of a separate Irish scheme is
unlikely." (Linehan, 1992) The recent Environmental Protection Agency Act provided for
development of an environmental labeling program "having regard to any act of an institution
of the European Communities’ relating to a Community labelling scheme.” The Act allows the
Environment Agency to determine product categories.and services, set standards and procedures,

carry out testing, publicize the program, and monitor the use of a “special symbol" awarded to .

products and services. The Act also determines that it shall be an "offence" to use the symbol
without approval of the program.’ (Irish Congress, 1992) -
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e  PORTUGAL

.According to the OECD report, a legislative proposal was discussed within the Portugese
government and was expected to be approved in early 1991, This legislation would create an
environmental labeling program to promote "ecoprodutos, " or eco-products. The program would
be entirely governmental, with representatives from the ministries of environment, consumer and
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industry. Portugal isa member of the EC and is expectedtOpartlc1pate1n the EC environmental
* labeling progr s T e -
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'1991)  Switzerland has also passed a specific law regulating misleading environmental
* advertising (Scammon and Mayer, 1991). o |
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The British Government has held the position for several years that a European
. Community Labeling program would be preferable to multiple independent national programs
for both consumers and manufacturers. On the other hand, it has also said that they are strongly
Ttification program, and if the EC program failed to
JK program. Since the EC ecolabeling regulation was
992, and was expected to come into operation later
Environment stated that the UK will not have a national

e

me

it Ty ) a?u ) it “‘i
pted by the Co
in 1992, the UK Department of the

- program. (Watkinson, 1992)
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~The United Kingdom has been actively involved in developing the EC ecolabeling
‘ regulations, and is the lead country for drafting criteria on washing machines, dishwashers,
hairsprays, soil improvers, and light bulbs.  Under the EC regulation, each member state sets,
up a Competent Body to administer the program in that country. The Competent Body in UK,
starting in July 1992, is a "dedicated non—depanmental'public body," with a secretariat bringing

. together officials from the Department of the Environment and the Department of Trade and

Industry. (Department of the Environment, 1992) -

- While the UK will not have its own national environmental certification program, the
Department of the Environment did set up the National Advisory Group on Eco-Labeling
(NAGEL), which researched other environmental certification programs.’ They published a
white paper, Giving Guidance to the Green Consumer — ‘Progress on an Ecolabelling Scheme
Jor the UK, which discusses the main issues surrounding’ certification programs, and outlines
how the UK might set up a national program. (NAGEL, 1991) In addition, the Environment
- Committee of the House of Commons held hearings in May, June and July of 1991 to gather

information for its Eiglith report: Eco-Labelling. 'Published in September 1991, this report made

recommendations that "the Government proceed with its preparatory work on eco-labelling, with
a view. to being in a position'to introduce" a program "which would be able to operate under a

national or a Elropean scheme." (Environment Committee, 1991) -

General Principles

The Advisory ‘Group put forth three main goals.forvan‘ environmental cergiﬁcatibn

program in the white paper:

. "To provide consumers with accurate information on the anifonmenta.l accéptabiljty of
products in order that they can exercise an effective and informed choice; L

.. "to encouragé business to produce products which are environmentally less harmful, both
as a contribution to protecting the environment, and to promote the competitive position
of UK industry; and - : B :

° "to ensure arrangements for environmental labelling are consistent with the development

of the Single European Market." (Nagel, 1991) '

They also stated that an environmental certification program should be voluntary and self-
financing, should cover all consumer products except food and drink, should award pass/fail
labels, and should have a an award system that was transparent and credible to consumers and
manufacturers. L : S -

NAGEL advised that choosing product categories for the program, especially in the early
stages, should be guided by practical considerations. The first product categories to be analyzed
should be those generally perceived to be harmful to the environment,. that are easier to analyze,
. that are from industries that would be cooperative, and that are widely known and used.  Since

’
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is important for a program to build credibility and consumer support, the program must set
: ct standards quickly, be high profile, generate publicity, and act in areas that are seen as
* {mportant by consumers. They suggested that it would therefore be more fruitful to certify

paper, pdint, or television sets rather than snowmobiles.

115 nof ‘well developed, "a start must be made
‘ ‘The "Advisory Group recommends using the EC matrix as a guide, but
acknow foT vinere will be data gaps." They suggest that where there is a lack of
quantitative data on the impacts of a product, it may be possible to reach consensus based on
"c%mlitative material." In spite of the difficulties of performing life cycle research, and the
inherent Gmitations, "unless the whole life cycle is reviewed fairly thoroughly at the outset, the

stages of the exercise may always be open to challenge.”

‘Like the EC environmental labeling program, NAGEL. proposed a.two-tier system of
dards. With this system, a product must meet a number of minimum standards before being
ered for the primary .standards. In the case of washing machines, for example, the

‘primary environmental impacts were found to be energy, water and detergent use during the use
onsiderations were packaging made of sound materials and

- phase of the life cycle. Secondary ¢ )
user instructions that are attached to the machine. And like all other environmental certification
programs, they suggested that products given awards "should not compromise on safety or

Administrative tructure
In their paper, NAGEL considered five different options for the structure of the program,
4nging from being run entirely by a private group to being run entirely by a government
partment.” They decided that the best option would be a "non-departmental public. body"
- Operating "at arms’ length" from the government. Although this group would be associated with
the government, NAGEL advised that it should be perceived as independent from government

~ pressures. Conversely, it should be associated with the government "to furnish it with an air
} ity" and government funded so that it can be free from industry pressures. |

In S r 1991, ed that the United Kingdom would not have its
own ecolabeling program, the Department of the Environment announced the formation of a
‘National Ecolabeling Advisory Body for a UK environmental certification program. The

isory Body would be composed of twelve to fifteen people representing manufacturers,
. and environmental and consumer groups, wwith additional expertise being called in as

. . viro ~Committee, 1991) This Body would be able to function as a

_Competent Body in an EC program or as the certification body in a national program. Members
the Body would be chosen by the Ministers of the Department of Trade and Industry and the
epartment of the Environment, which would also provide funding for the program, £1 million

per yedr for 3 years:




The functions of this Advisory Body would be to propose product categories; to
determine. on the basis of life cycle analysis, appropriate criteria for certification: to review -
. categories and criteria-at regular intervals: to certify products which meet the criteria; and to

promote and monitor the program. . :

Award Process

The operation of the program would be similar to that of other environmental labeling
programs, such as Canada’s Environmental Choice or Germany’s Blue Angel. In order to keep -
the trust and involvement of industry, environmentalists and consumers, it must. have clearly
* drawn pass/fail criteria, draft criteria should be open for public review before they are adopted,
and applications for certification. should be ‘secret to protect companies from public
embarrassment for failing the tests." Also, the logo should be legally protected against misuse,
there should be an appeals procedure, ongoing monitoring of companies who receive awards,
and a limited time period for the award, with subsequent reapplication.

“NAGEL noted that "all the evidence' from ecolab’elling schemes in other countries -
suggests that the label is a real competitive advantage” for products. Thus, consideration must
be given on how to treat non-EC or non-UK applicants fairly, "so that all applicants are treated
on an equal basis.” -Like other programs, the UK program would charge an application fee
together with an annual licensing fee, with the objective that the program would be self-financing
eventually. To be fair to small businesses. they recommend a "banded" fee ‘structure, with
lower charges for small firms. ' o

One difference from other environmental certification programs is that NAGEL believed
independent product testing may not be necessary, and that manufacturers' data may be sufficient
to judge products. - They would rely on marketplace competition to reveal any instances of
cheating on the part of manufacturers. Most other programs rely on third party testing to ensure
unbiased judgement; Japan's Ecomark does accept manufacturers’ testing data, although they can

ask for third party verification if necessary.

- The paper states that communication to the public and to industry is vital to the success
of a program. Germany’s Blue Angel took a long time to make an impact because "too little
effort was put into promoting it in the early years," while Canada deliberately did not promote
- the Environmental Choice Program until it had a sufficient number of certified products already

in shops. NAGEL spells out three main phases of promotion: inform industry that the program
is being developed and involve them in developing product categories and criteria; involve
. consumer and environmental groups; and get the message across to the general public.” The
public should not be informed too early, since "it would be disastrous to whet consumer appetite
too long before the meal is ready." ' : - ‘ o
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Organic farming certification programs:

Organic farming certification is perhaps the most widely spread form of environmental
~ labeling. "Government labelling programmes for ecological agriculture [organic food products)
have been introduced in ... Denmark, France, Spain, the United Kingdom. Private labelling
programmes are in operation in ... Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Finland,
Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, .
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Senegal, Sweden, Switzerland and the U.S.A." = Also, the
International Federation ‘of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM) "is in the process of . -
" launching an international accreditation programme for such labels, with the aim of introducing
.. an international label for products from ecological agriculture." (Pedersen, 1991)

In the United States, a number of states have regulated the use of organic foed claims,
as has the Federal government, with the Organic Foods Production Act of 1990. In addition,
several third party certification programs are active in the U.S., including California Certified
Organic Farmers, Farm Verified Organic, Organic Crop Improvement Association, Northeast
Organic Farming Association, Organic Growers and Buyers Association, Maine Organic Farmers
and Gardeners, and NutriClean, run by Scientific Certification Systems.- Most of these are local
or regional programs. o : ' S '

The Northeast Organic Farming Association (NOFA) has certified organic farms and
fields since 1986. They consider it'a "service" to their member farmers more than an labeling -
_program; they charge a sales-based fee of only $100 to $750 per year, which does not meet the
- cost of the certification. On average, they certify between 25 and 40 farms or fields per year,
for a one year period. The farms that seek certification usually do so in order-to sell to
wholesalers who require third party certification of organic claims. Farms,that sell directly to
the public, through farmers’ markets for example, generally find it urinecessary to be certified.

- In order to be certified by NOFA, a farm’ must meet standards for "good organic
management practices," including crop ‘rotation, natural pest control and maintaining soil
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©fenility. Unlike some certification pr 1l of reduced use of chemicals. |
- NOFA does not allow any use of inorganic chemicals. (Rawson, 1993)

- NutriClean is a program which certifies farming practices, such as organic and -
grated pest 1 \anagement, that reduce pesticide use and lead to food that is lab tested free of
‘ 1y detected pesticide residues.” (SCS, 1991) Introduced in 1984, the program tests fruits and

- vegetables mostly for the west coast market. Unlike NOFA's certification, a product may be
~ grown with the use of pesticides and still receive an label, as long as no pesticide residues are
| on uct tested. Fees are charged for tests of fields and products, $1,000 to $2,000
product certified. (Silver, 1990) By 1991, NutriClean had certified over

and vegetadl

| of the Organic Foods Production Act is an accreditation program for
abeling operations. The National Organic Standards Board is advising the U.S.
rtient ‘of Agriculture (USDA) on regulations being promulgated to implement the law.
ne proposal would set up a two-tiered accreditation program: one for larger programs involved
port would meet standards set up by the European Community; the other would be less
neent tor smaller prograiis that deal directly with farms. The administration of the programs
uld be paid for by the USDA, while user fees would cover the costs of accreditation,
"y iluations of certification programs and enforcement. (Henderson, 1993) Final regulations are
expected n the Fallof 1993. ~ ~  ~ 7~ T ‘ |
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